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ABSTRACT

Team teaching has been considered one of the most significant
educational innovations of the past fifteen years, regarded

as

an ar-

rangement which will improve instruction, a solution to the recruitment
and retention of creative and effective teachers, and an effective hor-

izontal school organization for the facilitation of non-grading.

Re-

cently, however, team teaching has considerably diminished in importance
as a focus

for theorists, researchers, and practitioners.

This study is

motivated by the conviction that confusion about team teaching is a
major cause for the difficulties in its development.

The formulation,

implementation, evaluation, and dissemination of well-conceived team

teaching designs depend upon an understanding of the purposes, the
procedures, and the problems of this innovation.

This study attempts

to analyze the current conceptualization of team teaching through an ex-

amination of the literature and practice.

It explores why and how

it evolved, the various rationales presented by proponents, different

viii

forms of organization to be found and a survey
of the research.

The

major conclusions of the study are:
1*

Team teaching resulted from broad social and cultural
factors
as well as educational needs.

2.

Various efforts to change school organization have preceded
the

team teaching movement; most of these efforts relate more directly to the non-graded movement, but nonetheless go under
the com-

mon label of team teaching.
3.

The rationales of team teaching are many and diverse.

major areas are:
which includes
teachers,
(4)

(2)

A..
(1)

Improved Career Opportunities for Teachers,

attraction, retention, and rewarding of able

in-service education,

job satisfaction; and

B.

(3)

pre-service education,

The Improvement of Instruction

Through Organizational Flexibility, which includes
of managerial factors,

sources, and
4.

(3)

The two

(2)

(1)

control

utilization of a broad base of re-

problem-solving.

Definitions and organizational patterns of team teaching vary

significantly and they reflect the divergent purposes of many
innovators.

Various national and educational pressures for

change can also be identified in these definitions and organi-

zational patterns.

Patterns of organization in team teaching

models are based primarily upon authority structures:

the hier-

archical, or vertical-bureaucratic, and the collegial, or hori-

zontal-collegial.

A team unit is compatible with a graded or a

non-graded total school organization.
teams and graded teams.
ix

There are non-graded

5.

Research does not tell us whether team
teaching attracts and
retains able teachers or whether it improves
instruction.

It

is difficult to assess the data resulting
from the studies be-

cause the research on team teaching has been
done during the

initial years of projects and because there are
not enough well

conceived and executed comprehensive studies.

however, which should be considered:

(1)

There are trends,

the social relation-

ships of children may be negatively affected in large
group settings;

(2)

team size may influence decision-making processes,

the school orientation of children, and satisfaction in teachi-

n g;

(3)

team teachers feel more influential in the school set-

ting than self-contained classroom teachers and this influence
appears to be in the direction of higher professional norms.

Teams of teachers have observable instructional and team meeting

interraction styles;

the degree of agreement on the expli-

(4)

citness of objectives for team teaching in a given situation influences the achievement of those objectives;

(5)

team teachers

exhibit more controlling behavior in the classroom than self-

contained classroom teachers;

(6)

systematic training in group

procedures would facilitate teaming efforts;

(7)

team teachers

seem to have a strong power base that extends throughout the entire school.
6.

The following four problems emerged from the analysis of the current state of team teaching.

A.

A technological rather than

humanistic frame of reference seems to dominate the development
of team teaching.

An emphasis on organizational elaboration,

x

.

use of multi-media and formalized grouping
systems have often

ignored the total impact on the human relations,
human development dimensions of the classroom.

B.

Undue complexity in a

team teaching situation may seriously interfere with
rather
than facilitate flexibility and learning.

C.

Economic factors

and their influence on the shaping, adopting, and success
of

team teaching must be recognized and examined.

D.

Grouping

systems found in team teaching often result in procedures which
channel learners into groups to fit the system rather than de-

veloping groups around the instructional requirements of the
learners

A major task of this study was to clarify and organize ideas in order
to facilitate the selection and justification of objectives and features

for team teaching plans.

Since this investigation was limited to the

theory and practice of team teaching, it is recommended that in future

work relevant theory and research from curriculum and instruction, child
growth and development, and small group dynamics be applied to the form-

ulation of team teaching plans.

xi

CHAPTER

I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem and Purpose of the Study

Team teaching has been considered one of the most
significant
educational innovations of the past fifteen years,
regarded as an arrangement which will improve instruction, 1 a solution
to the recruitment
and retention of creative and effective teachers, 2
and an effective hor-

izontal school organization for the facilitation of non-grading.

3

An

innovation which promises such potential deserves serious and thorough

attention from the profession.

Although the term "team teaching" did

not appear in the Education Index until the 1958-1959 volume, by 1964,
a deluge of articles extolled

its virtues.

Commentators enthusiastic-

ally explored a wide range of ideas and described team teaching projects

which had mushroomed in schools all over the country at the elementary,
secondary, and college levels.

However, this promising star which shone brightly in the early
sixties, dimmed appreciably by the latter part of the decade.

^Judson Shaplin.
May 20, 1961, p. 54.

"Team Teaching,"

Saturday Review

,

The Education of American Teachers
“James B. Conant
McGraw-Hill, 1963, p. 147.
.

Teaching in a World of Change
^Robert H. Anderson.
Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1966, pp. 105-106.

,

Enthusiasm

Volume XLIV,

,

New York,

New York,

.

°

.

2

for team teaching is waning.

Goodlad and Klein, in their summary of
a

study of 260 Elementary Classrooms,^ testify:
One conclusion stands out clearly: many of
the changes we have believed to be taking place in schooling have not
been getting into
classrooms; changes widely recommended for the schools
over the
past fifteen years were blunted on the school and
classroom door. 5
For instance, team teaching more often than not was
some form of
departmentalization
.

Sixteen schools reported team teaching for periods ranging
from an
hour to the entire day.

We observed only one genuine instance of it (team teaching) in action involving three teachers and eighty-seven children in the second
grade 0
Meyer claims that the "problems of team teaching are found to be rather

common in occurence; yet significant enough to result in disenchantment,
and in some instances, an abandonment of the team teaching program al—

together."

He supports the conclusions that:

",

.

.literally thousands

of teams have been abandoned because, for one reason or another, they

proved unsuccessful."

Silberman, in a 525-page book on the classroom,^

^Goodlad and Klein. Behind the Classroom Door
Charles A.
Jones Publishing Company, 197CL
Findings are based upon 150 classroom
visits, but "our strongest generalizations and conclusions carry the
added weight of being supported by visits to a total of 260 classrooms,"
,

p.

33.
^ Ibid

.

,

p.

97.

6 Ibid.

,

p.

72.

^

Ibid

.

,

p

.

70

^ Ibid

.

,

p

.

54

^James
Clearing House

"Group Grope: Problems of Team Teaching,"
Meyer.
Volume 42, Number 6, February 1968.

A.
,

l^Don A. Myers
published paper, 1971.
.

"Structural Weaknesses of Team Teaching."

•^Charles E. Silberman.
New York, 1970, pp. 160-162.

Crisis in the Classroom

,

Un-

Random House,

The

3

spent less than three pages discussing
team teaching and concluded:
As often as not, in fact, team teaching
is simply a new label for old-

fashioned departmentalization." 12

In support of these opinions, unob-

trusive measures also indicate decreased
interest in team teaching.
For example, the Education Index listed 134
references under the category of Team Teaching Elementary from July 1961
to June 1963 or, approx-

imately seventy-one references each of these two
years.

From July 1968

to June 1969, only thirty-seven references appeared
in the same category.

This is a marked decrease in the number of articles
concerning team

teaching.
Sand, in discussing trends that he feels are "here to stay" in
a 1971 publication, includes,

nol °gy

>

"Individualized instruction, the new tech-

independent study, relevance, and student involvement.

Other

topics that are in the mainstream are flexible scheduling, microteaching,

computer assisted instruction.

.

.

."

13

Conspicuously absent is team

teaching.

Anderson considers the Ford Foundation

a

major force promoting

team teaching since the 1950's because of its substantial financial support in many programs such as the Lexington Team Teaching Project.

When

this writer wrote to the Ford Foundation requesting information and ma-

terials about team teaching, the response was disappointing.

The Founda-

tion sent only a 1962 booklet, The New Teacher which describes, among

12

13

Ibid.

,

p.

162.

"Curriculum Change," Curriculum: Retrospect and
Ole Sand.
Prospect Seventieth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of
University of Chicago Press, 1971.
Chicago:
Education, Part I.
,

"

4

several other innovations and in very
general terms, the Wisconsin Im-

provement Program in which team teaching was
used in teacher training.
Perhaps this is indicative of disillusionment.

Paul Nachtigal, consul-

tant to the Ford Foundation and responsible
for their 1970 evaluation

study of projects sponsored during the previous
ten years, expressed

concern that "little real change has resulted from
the Team Teaching

projects

.

14

The American Educational Research Association conference met
in

New York February, 1971.

A survey of the papers presented there shows

that only one symposium and two papers specifically dealt with team

teaching research.

This was a total of six papers out of approximate-

ly 1200, or one-half of one percent.

The foregoing observations support the statements of Goodlad,

Klein, Meyers, Silberman and others that optimistic estimates of the

development of team teaching differ considerably from its present low
status in the educational scene.

Why has such a promising type of or-

ganization failed to develop sufficiently to make much needed changes
in the schools?

From a review of the literature it is possible to iden-

tify some of the reasons why scholars and schools seem to be disenchanted

with team teaching.

These reasons will be explored in the following

five pages of this chapter.

14

Conversation with Paul Nachtigal, March 1971.

"Revolution for Teachers: The Open-Space School." John W.
A Change
Meyer, Stanford University, Chairman.
2) "The Campus Team
Herlihy,
G.
John
In-Service
Education."
and
Strategy for Pre-Service
Education.
Institute
for
Regional
3) "Sources and
Henry P. Cole, Eastern
Pat M.
Settings."
Varied
Correlates of Role Strain Among Teachers in
Keith, Iowa State University.
1^1)

—

"

5

Enthusiasm But Lack of Clarity

.

One is impressed by the flood of
raving enthusiasm and the lack
of critical examination to be
found in the literature.

Smith and Keith comment:

Of this problem,

"Our observational research at
Kensington, a

highly innovative elementary school,
left us with major concerns that
emotional or propagandists language which
accompanies innovation is a
deterrent to careful thinking and development
of the new technology in
education.

1

6

In a search of the literature, no source was
found which clari-

fied the various notions of team teaching.

Freeman, in summarizing his

review of the literature on Team Teaching in the United
States in a

book on team teaching in Britain found that:

"American literature on

team teaching is considerable but is difficult to obtain and difficult
to evaluate."

17

For instance, Trump's concept of team teaching is very

Witherspoon.*
different from that of Dean and

*

Further, there is no sys-

tematic analysis of the differences between elementary and secondary

school learners and goals and how these differences might affect team

teaching organization.

The reader must spend endless hours analyzing

the varying team teaching ideas, their probable assumptions and their

possible consequences for the learner in the classroom if he is to make

1

^Smith and Keith.
"Fantasy and Reality in the Language of the
New Technology," Educational Technology December 15, 1968, p. 8. This
team of researchers were in the Kensington School every day, with a few
exceptions, from August 1st through to the "farewell dinner in June."
,

17

John Freeman.
London, 1969, p. 39.

Team Teaching in Britain

,

Ward Lock Educational,

*An analysis of the differing points of view among team teaching
advocates can be found in Chapters III and IV.

,

6

defensible choices in practice.

Needless to say, the typical schoolman

has neither the time, skill nor inclination
to pursue such a search.

Insufficient Research

.

Most articles, school district and model
school brochures, and

books on the subject describe planned or working
projects in school districts.

what

With notable exceptions,* these discussions are
of the ideal:

s h ould

reality.

be happening as perceived by the authors rather than
the

There is a serious need in education for descriptive
research.

Such research is particularly needed when innovating
if systematic im-

provement is to be made, and if theory is to be related to
practice.

Experimental research on team teaching is also insufficient.
1965, the Dundee Team Teaching Research Project Report notes:

In

"Although

the literature related to team teaching has proliferated remarkably within the past two or three years

,

one finds in this literature few reports

of well-conducted research designed to evaluate the effectiveness of

this form of organization."^
In 1967, Joyce commented on the same problem:

"Fifteen years of

innovation in team teaching have left us with almost no research evidence."

*Three of the exceptions are: 1) The Dundee Team Teaching Project,
Greenwich Connecticut, A Research Report, Institute of Field Studies,
Teachers College, Columbia University, N.Y., 1965.
2) Judson T. Shaplin,
"Functions and Dysfunctions of an Elementary School Team," unpublished
paper presented at a Clinic on New Directions in Team Organization, The
Graduate Institute of Education and the School of Continuing Education of
Washington University, March 22, 23, 1968, Washington University campus.
3) Louis M. Smith, Pat M. Keith, Social Psychological Aspects of School
Building Design Washington, D.C., U.S. Office of Cooperative Research
Report No. S-223, 1967.
,

-^ Dundee Report

Research

,

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

183.

"Staff Utilization," Review of Educational
l^Bruce R. Joyce.
XXXVII, June 1967, p. 328.

7

Most telling, however, Is the fact that
careful search through the lit-

erature to date also reveals no body of
research that supports or denies
the significance of this innovation.*

Problems in Implementation

.

Anyone looking for help in implementing team teaching
faces a
very confusing body of literature.

Among a number of "how-to" books

and brochures, none reviewed thus far attempts to
relate the "why" of
20
team teaching to the "how" in a clear, concise, and organized
manner.

The results of this gap in the implementation stage is
reflected by the

Goodlad and Klein commentary on the attempts of the schools to innovate.

There were strong desires and a few efforts.
but in general, the
concepts were rather dimly understood, the logistics appeared formidable, and the sheer magnitude of keeping school and changing it
were discouraging to the staff. We encountered very little resistance to the desirability of the changes implied.
The overriding
problem expressed was lack of time; the persistent question was
"How do we do it? "21
.

.

*A description of the research on team teaching can be found in

Chapter

5.

20

The following are three recent books which are concerned with
implementation none of which shows a clear relationship between theory
and practice,
a) Robert H. Johnson and John F. Hunt.
Rx for Team
Teaching Burgess Publishing Company, Minneapolis, 1968. Not prescriptive, this book has many valuable ideas, but they are so poorly organized and written that it takes considerable effort to find them, reducing their usefulness considerably, b) Glenda Hanslovsky, Sue Moyer,
Helen Wagner. Why Team Teaching ? Charles E. Merrill, Columbus, Ohio,
1969.
There is a very brief rationale on the final pages. This book has
many practical ideas and examples, but does not designate age or grade
level.
It has suggestions which would be appropriate for use at the
junior high school level only, c) William H. Marsh. Blueprint for
Team Teaching, Step Publications, Los Angeles, 1969. A skeleton of good
ideas which might be understood by a team which had teaming experience
previously. No attempt is made to present the objectives of team teaching.
,

21john

I.

Goodlad and Frances M. Klein.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

87.

.

8

Not only Is there a lack of comprehensive
guides or plans, but Goodlad

and Klein pinpoint another overlooked
area „hich has Important reper-

cussions for implementation.
Most teachers seeking to.
team teach— have never seen any of
t ese things done well. ...
We simply do not have in this country
an array of exemplary models displaying
alternative models of schoolmg, in spite of assumed local control and diversity. 22
.

.

Unfortunately, team teaching is tried out in various
forms without written or demonstrated guides and without
a conceptual framework
to make possible a selection or rejection
of specific features.

Thus,

the practitioner has no sources which enable him to
evaluate his specific school situation and choose the type of team teaching
best suited to

23

.

*

The appropriate sizes for teaching teams and groups of children,

the specific skills needed for beginning teams and how to achieve them,

which team practices carry out the intent of the school adopting this
organization and which do not are all problems that are not systematically examined in the literature.

Rediscovering the Wheel

.

There is a paucity of relevant research and theory from related
fields outside education that is utilized in the literature on team

teaching.

24

In the main, the theoretical structure of team teaching is

22 Ibid

.

,

p.

103.

23Correspondance with John I. Goodlad, November 1970; conversaSurvey of the literature to
tion with Robert H. Anderson, October 1970.
present
9 /4

The most notable exception to this statement is Dan C. Lortie's
Chapter, "The Teacher and Team Teaching," in Judson T. Shaplin and Henry
Harper & Row, New York, 1964, pp 270-305.
F. Olds Jr., Team Teaching
(Lortie draws upon sociological inquiry modes when looking at team teachRobert H. Anderson has a chart designating appropriate variations
ing.
in organization according to the age level of the child, but does not indicate how these recommendations were arrived at nor offers a reference.
Teaching in a World of Change Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., New York,
.

,

,

1966, p. 95.

.

:

9

built upon some instructional theory.

For instance, Trump and Anderson

have explored the use of varied resources in shaping the learning environment.

Anderson, Heathers, Goodlad, and others suggest, but do not

pursue in any depth, the necessity to examine other fields of inquiry

which might give clearer guidance in the theory and practice of team
teaching.

Social-psychology, particularly organizational and small-

group theory, and psychology, particularly human growth and development,
are two areas that would seem especially applicable.

Research and theory

evident but are
in the area of curriculum development and instruction are

manner
often incorporated in the team teaching lore in an oversimplified
ideas.
and with little attempt to establish relationships among

This is

possibilities of team teaching
a serious shortcoming which weakens the

success

Conclusions

.

the author
Having examined why team teaching is not succeeding,

offers the following conclusions
teaching" has prevented
Lack of clarity in the meaning of "team

1.

the formulation of well-defined models;
such as small group dyRelevant research and theories in areas

2.

and instruction have not
namics, human growth and development,
the conceptualization or apbeen thoughtfully incorporated in

plication of team teaching ideas;
3

.

adopthas impeded school efforts in
Lack of well-defined models

organization.
evaluating a team teaching
ing, implementing, and

,

.

10

An Analysis and Clarification
of the Concepts of Team Teaching
in the Elementary School

In spite of the host of difficulties the conviction
persists

founded on extensive work in team teaching and supported by
a survey of
the literature, that a team teaching organization properly
conceptual-

ized and put into practice might be a powerful vehicle for improving

instruction.

To move rigorously from conceptualization and design,

through implementation and then to evaluation is required.

However, to

tackle a sequence of such magnitude is beyond the scope of a single work.

Within the realistic limitations of a study, this work will undertake
the first step

the analysis and clarification of the concept of team

teaching
Therefore, this study will focus on the current conceptualization of team teaching:

why and how it evolved, the various rationales

which are presented in the literature, different forms of organization
to be found, and a survey of the research on team teaching.

It is hoped

that an analysis of these dimensions of team teaching will result in an

intellectually sound and useful conception of team teaching.

Such a

conception is a necessary prerequisite for the construction of models
and for the field research that should follow.

.

CHAPTER

II

THE BACKGROUND OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF TEAM
TEACHING

A review of social and educational forces and
events which

scholars believe led to the development of team
teaching should provide
a

clearer understanding of current theory, research
and practice in

team teaching which will be discussed in Chapters
III, IV and V.*
A variety of nation-wide pressures during the AO's and 50 's
brought about an atmosphere conducive to change in the schools.

Many

innovations were conceived and put into practice, among them team
teaching.

Some of the pressures were generated by sources external to educa-

tion, while others were internal pressures generated within the field
of education itself.

Briefly stated, some of the major external pressures which con-

tributed towards changes in schools were:
1.

The uncertain international situation after World War II;

2.

The rapid development of technology;

3.

The knowledge explosion;

A.

The "baby boom" of the AO's.

Heathers,

25

Anderson,

26

Goodlad, Shaplin,

27

York and others basically

*The interested reader can find detailed descriptions of the factors which led to change in the schools in: Paul Woodring, "Ten Years to
Act As A Prelude to Reform," Better Schools Volume V. May 1959, pp. 7-10.
,

^Glen Heathers. "School Organization," The Changing School The
The Sixty-fifth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education,
Part II, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1966, p. 119.
,

^Anderson.
Cit

.

,

27shaplin.
pp 2A-56
.

Teaching in a World of Change

,

Op

,

cit

.

,

71-80.

pp.

"Antecedents of Team Teaching," Team Teaching

,

Op

.

"

12

agree that these four societal forces have
imposed changes on all our

institutions.

Heathers cautions however, that:

"The routes along which

these forces have come to bear on school
organization often are indirect,
and attempts to trace them are based,
necessarily, on considerable spec-

ulation

.

Forces operating within or directly associated
with the educa-

tional scene which promoted organizational change
were:
1.

The trend toward larger school units;

2.

The phenomena of increased cooperative efforts among
teachers;

3.

The growing body of data concerning learning and learner
differ-

ences

.

There follows an expanded analysis of the contributing historical forces

outlined above.

External Forces for Change

.

After the second World War, the United States was in a condition
of anxiety caused by an uncertain international situation and the pos-

sible spread of communism.

This resulted in an active search in educa-

tional institutions for signs of disloyalty among the personnel as well
28

as controversial matter in textbooks and courses.

The general atmos-

phere of distrust engendered a searching and questioning attitude toward
the schools.

General anxiety about world-wide conditions led to intense com-

petition with Russia, symbolized by the public attitude towards the
launching of Sputnik

28

I

This event announced a new technological

in 1957.

Shaplin and Olds.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

25.

:

.

13

space age and brought with it

knowledgeable people.

public demand for highly skilled
and

a

This social need prompted a critical
examination

of the competence of school personnel,
the adequacy of curricula, and

the amount of attention paid to the
gifted child. 29

York also comments

on the relationship of competition with
Russia and its impact on educa-

tion

Scientific advancements and the accompanying threat
of an educational gap provided the shock which launched a
decade on intense research and writing— much of it federally funded—
on the subject of
a desperately needed new educational system
for our rapidlv chancing world.
These factors resulted in critical attacks on the schools which,

when joined by other groups alarmed by the mounting costs of education,
created a situation of crisis in the schools.

served to bring about positive reactions.

In turn, the crisis

It stimulated active groups

of professional schoolmen, citizens, and scholars in academic fields to

"interest themselves in the schools and to join.

action."

31 &

.

.

in constructive

Comprehensive projects were supported by private foundations

and governmental agencies.

The Ford Foundation (which created the Fund

for the Advancement of Education), the Kettering Foundation, the Rockefeller

Foundation and groups such as the National Science Foundation and the U.S.

Office of Education, among others, encouraged the development of new approaches to education through substantial financial grants.

^Robert
p.

H.

Teaching in a World of Change, Op. cit.,

Anderson.

72.

The Background, Philosophy, and Purposes of Team
L. York.
Team Teaching Module I, The Leslie Press, Dallas, Texas, 1971,

^Jean
Teaching
p~!

,

vTi

^Shaplin and Olds.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

26.

*Coalitions of laymen, schoolmen and scholars financed and produced
new curricula such as the work of the School Mathematics Study Group, Ihe
Biological Sciences Curriculum Study, and The Social Studies Program.

,
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Simultaneously a mounting concern about
the educational experience of gifted children created new
interest in grouping practices.
These children, who were labeled
"national assests," became the object
of intense study and attempts
were made to create new organizational

arrangements better suited to the able
32
learner.

A "knowledge explosion" brought with
it the twin challenge of
selection from staggering amounts of
information to be included in the

curriculum as well as comprehensive reorganization
of substantive content based upon current insights into the
nature of various phenomena.

This content selection and organizational
problem combined with the

"race for technological supremacy" shaped the
major thrusts of the cur-

riculum revision movement.*

Chase sums up the impact of the new tech-

nology and the knowledge explosion in the educational
field, "Technology
and the proliferation of new knowledge are factors which
put pressure on
the schools to develop new ways of preparing children and
youth to meet

the challenges of a rapidly changing world." 33

With the urgency of national concerns, there emerged

a

growing

awareness of the impact education might have in solving national problems.

York summarizes the situation as a time when,

".

.education and the im-

.

provement of schools became not only a matter of concern for educators
and psychologists, but a social issue as well.
32 Anderson.

Teaching in

a

Suddenly, education was

World of Change

,

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

72.

*Goodlad asserts that the launching of Sputnik must be acknowledged
as a direct cause of major curricular revisions, particularly in mathema,

tics and in the physical sciences, John I. Goodlad, The Changing School
Curriculum, A Report from the Fund for the Advancement of~ Education, 1966

p.-TT
33 Francis S.

School Review

,

"New Conditions Confront Education,"
Chase.
Volume 65, Spring 1967, p. 4.

The

^
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being discussed not only by parents,
but by politicians and
sociologists." 34
Or, to paraphrase the stance of the
Council for Basic Education, education

was too important to be left to
educators.

Beyond the revitalization of education
as a potent force for societal welfare, middle-class parents viewed
education as a means to individual achievement for their children.

There was a new recognition that

the quality of education is basically
dependent upon the personnel at-

tracted to and willing to remain in teaching.

increased importance when the baby boom of the

This realization assumed
40 's strained the al-

ready inadequate teacher supply thus creating
a serious teacher shortage.

Shaplin points out that low standards of training
and credentialing as

well as salaries below the level of compensation for "comparable"
occupations discouraged individuals with the characteristics deemed
essential
for teaching from entering the field.

Chase, among others, wrote of the difficulty of finding respon-

sible and intelligent teachers and of the necessity to use the best
teachers more wisely

He suggested that teaching teams chaired by out-

.

standing teachers with teachers' aides to perform clerical and non-professional duties might be the answer.

He proposed that "such an arrange-

ment for young and inexperienced teachers, and more specifically, pro-

vide attractive salaries and a more responsible role for exceptional

teachers."

36

The genesis of the hierarchical team teaching organization

—

Education
cit
-^Jean L. York.
Op
See also Paul Hanna, ed.
McGraw-Hill Book Company T962.
An Instrument of National Goals New York:
'

.

.

,

,

•^Shaplin.

^Francis

Op
S.

.

cit

Chase.

.

p.

,

,

29.

"More and Better Teachers,"

September 12, 1953, pp. 16-17.

,

Saturday Review

,
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was contained in his proposed
solution to the problem.
In sum, forces external to the
schools which exerted influence
on a direction for change were:

the challenge for world
superiority,

the technological revolution, the
new proliferation of knowledge, and
an unprecedented increase in the
school age population.

The schools

reacted to the crisis and attempted both
curricular and organizational
changes.

Ihey were joined in these efforts by
groups of scholars, lay-

men, and the government.

Internal Forces for Change

.

Simultaneously, forces within education itself also
mounted
pressures and influenced the direction of the changes
attempted.

following forces for change will be considered:

The

one, the trend toward

larger school units; two, the phenomenon of increased
cooperative efforts among teachers; and three, the growing body of data
concerning

differences in learning and among learners.
The past twenty years have brought about a significant increase
in the size of the school and district unit.

Shaplin reviews the advent

of this phenomena and claims that; "Conant's voice is merely one of

many that have spoken in favor of the consolidation of small schools
into larger and more efficient units." 37

Elementary schools with enroll-

ments over five hundred students became quite common; in urban and sub-

urban areas, an increasingly larger proportion of students were found in

units.*
relatively large

^Shaplin.
Charles
1970.

Op

.

*

Although the larger size school has certain

cit

.

,

p.

38,

referring to Conant’s classic book.

*A significant critical voice is raised against this trend by
Silberman in Crisis in the Classroom Random House, New York,

E.

,

.
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efficiency merits, Shaplin discusses some
problems attached to large
units

.

As schools approach the size mentioned
above (1,000 or more), many

disadvantages appear.
Many generally informal school procedures become formalized and the school
loses much of the spirit of
spontaniety and congeniality which characterizes
smaller units
where the administrative officers, teachers and
pupils can come to
know each other well. 38
.

.

.

Shaplin further speculates that team teaching can
be seen as "one of
many efforts to create smaller working units of teachers
and pupils

within the larger schools."
Teams may well be both a way of achieving close working relationships among a relatively small number of teachers associated
with
a manageable number of students and a way of achieving a
continuity
of relationships between teachers and students which is difficult
in larger units. 39
Thus, the deliberate increase in size of school units may have influenced

organization.*
the development of the team teaching

*

A second force conducive to change within the schools was the
growing amount of cooperative activities among teachers.

This may have

occurred because of the press of working with many new curricula, inadequate training, desire for peer interaction, or dissatisfaction with
the rigidity of the self-contained classroom.

Anderson estimates that,

"for at least a quarter of a century, teachers had been engaging in a

variety of efforts at formal or informal collaboration."

AO

Shaplin con-

siders this phenomenon to be very important in the development of the

-^Shaplin.
39 ibid..

}

p

Op
.

cit

.

.

p.

,

39.

40

*It is curious to note that no references have been four
state that the breaking up of larger school units into more "h’
is a purpose of team teaching.

^Anderson.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

74.
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schools.

"Clearly, one of the primary factors
underlying the strong

Interest in team teaching is the widespread
growth of voluntary cooper-

ation activity in the schools." 41

Goodlad, who labels team teaching as

cooperative teaching asserts that, "cooperative
teaching grew predominately out of two conditions which became
highly visible early in the
1950 's:

limited leadership opportunities for career
teachers; the im-

42
possibility of teachers being all things to all
people."

As an example of dissatisfaction with the
self-contained class-

room, Ackerlund reported in 1959 that in one
large urban school system

most elementary teachers of grades three to four were
opposed to the
7

self-contained classroom organization.

J

Among the findings was a

*teacher indication’ that they did not like teaching certain
subjects.

The majority of them felt they were not equally well prepared to teach
reading, history, geography, science, art, and music.

Thus the ideas of

sharing responsibilities, of accepting differing roles, and of increasing flexibility had a ready audience.

Some teachers were pushing for,

and others were willing to accept, a change from the self-contained

classroom organization.
The final force for change emanating from the educational field
is the body of data concerning learning and differences among learners.

Although many teachers, administrators, and scholars had been dissatisfied with the rigidity of the self-contained graded school organization,
the spearhead which substantiated their concerns and lead to school

^Shaplin.

Op

.

cit

.

p.

,

45.

^John i. Goodlad. The School, the Curriculum, and the Individual
Blaisdell, Massachusetts, 1966, p. 8T~i
^George Ackerlund.
Classroom."

Phi Delta Kappan

"Some Teacher Views on the Self-Contained
XL, April 1959, p. 285.
,

,
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reorganization was developments in the
behavioral sciences. 44

These

data concerning individual growth
patterns "substantiated the theory
that all children, regardless of
age, are not equally ready for
learning

certain content, that all children do
not learn in the same time, and
finally, that instruction must be
geared to the child’s intellectual

level if it is to be meaningful to him." 45

Goodlad and Anderson, major figures in the
active search for

new organizational patterns, based their
proposals on the findings of
the behavioral sciences.

self-contained schools

Goodlad was openly critical of the graded

:

The organization of the school, then, becomes
a major focal point
in determining the extent to which an adequately
wide range of
traits and of expectations is likely to be respected.
Patterns of
organizing the school are usually susceptible to considerations
of
efficient administration and, therefore, frequently tend
not to reflect what we know about individual differences and
the irregularities of individual development 46
.

From the concern for an organization more responsive to individual differences of learners grew a number of school patterns which

were more flexible than the self-contained, graded format.
these will be discussed in the latter part of this chapter.

Some of

How the

team teaching organization relates to the problem of coping with individual differences in learning is discussed in detail in Chapter III.

Literally hundreds of studies on differences between individuals
and groups done in Sociology and Psychology particularly, were summarized
in books such as the following:
1) R. K. Sears, E. E. MacCoby, H. Levin,
Patterns of Child Rearing Row Peterson, Evanston, Illinois, 1957.
Third Edition, MacMillan, 1958.
2) Anne Anastasi, Differential Psychology
,

,

45
4

York.

Op.

cit

.

,

p.

vii.

"Innovations in Education,"
^Goodlad.
Volume XXXI, No. 3, March 1967, p. 272.

Educational Forum

,
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Historically Significa nt Events in the
Organization of Schools Antecedent to Team
Teachin g
There have been, in the period from the
late 1800

's

until the

present, many attempts to change grouping
procedures in the school.*
In their reviews of the history and
background of team teaching, Anderson

Dean, Shaplin, and others trace ideas
which have been incorporated into
the various team teaching plans through
several antecedent organizations.

Generally, these writers agree that a continuous
search to find ways of

introducing more flexibility into school organization
has been going on
since the inception of the somewhat rigid, graded,
self-contained classroom structure.

Shaplin distinguishes between plans which create a complete re-

organization of the school and plans which do not.

"Most of the new

grouping patterns attempt to fit into existing patterns of school organization, or, jf they vary sharply from these patterns, they become additive organizations and leave the basic school organization for the ma-

jonty

of students unchanged."

48

Only a few plans have attempted a com-

prehensive approach, that is, a regrouping of all children and

a new

pattern of staff utilization thus changing the basic organizational

structure of the school from the graded, one teacher-one classroom model.
The discussion of the antecedents of team teaching will be limited to

plans which are considered total school reorganization models.

*Shane identified thirty-two different grouping plans for the
elementary school, Harold G. Shane, "Grouping in the Elementary School,"
Phi Delta Kappan Volume XL I April 1960, pp. 314-317.
,

,

^(a) Ibid
Review

,

.

^Shaplin.

"Team Teaching:
(b) Stuart E. Dean.
75-80;
Volume 4, September 1961, p. 6.

pp.

,

School Life

,

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

44.
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Anderson labels the emergence of team
teaching as "evolutionary."
There is not an orderly development of
organizational patterns which can
be viewed as resulting in team teaching;
rather, characteristics or features of earlier plans can sometimes be
found in team teaching plans.
The examples that have been selected for
discussion here were in opera-

tion during the period from around 1900-1930.

These plans attempted to

allow a greater variety of groupings for all
students as well as different staffing patterns.
As early as 1800,

the Superintendent of Pueblo, Colorado intro-

duced a plan which, among other innovative features,
required the use of

assistant teachers. 49

In 1898, John Kennedy, Superintendent of Batavia,

New York, organized his school district with two teachers
to each classroom.

One was assigned to handle group recitation and one to work with

individual pupils.

The plan, known as the Batavia Plan, was designed in

response to overcrowded classrooms.

It was in existance for approximate-

ly thirty years and lost favor when schools began to promote a smaller
.

t
class
size.

50

John Dewey at the Laboratory School at the University of Chicago

from 1896 to 1903 did not develop any distinctly new organizational plan;

however, he favored a plan which would encourage what he called a "coop-

erative social organization."

He was critical of the self-contained

^^Prestcn W. Search, considered by Anderson to be one of the
"most famous and productive superintendents who shaped American education
around the turn of the century," authored An Ideal School: Or, Looking
Forward New York: Appleton and Company, International Educational
Series, 1901.
,

^Anderson.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

76.
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classroom suggesting,

It is the absence of
cooperative intellectual re-

lations among teachers that causes
the present belief that young
children must be taught everything by
one teacher, and that leads to
so

called departmental teaching being
strictly compartmental with older
ones.

In the later years of his
administration of the school, the

attempt was made to have a departmental
organization that was a "coop-

erative social organization."
The period of 1900 to 1920 was very
active and resulted in sev-

eral noteworthy plans.

The Platoon School* is of interest
because, as

Shaplin indicates, "modified forms of it are
common with team teaching
plans as ways of handling scheduling problems." 52
a

In order to insure

well-rounded school life for a child, the Platoon System
divided the

pupils into two groups and the curricular subjects into
two.

Academic

subjects were taught in the homeroom by one teacher, and
other subjects

were taught by specialists.

In some current forms of the Platoon System

team teaching is sometimes employed for the homeroom half of the day
and
specialists teach the other half.
In the Winnetka Plan,**

lum was divided into two parts:

as in the Platoon School, the curricu-

one, the "common essential," (knowledge

Catherine C. Mayhew, Anna C. Edwards. The Dewey School: The
Laboratory School of the University of Chicago 1896-1903. New York:
Appleton-Century 1936.
,

,

*This plan was also known as the Gary Plan or Work-Study-Play
School, developed by William A. Wirt in 1900.

^^Shaplin.
s^

-^Anderson.

Op

.

Op.

cit

.

cit

p.

,

.

,

p.

47.
78.

**This plan was developed by Carleton Washburn in 1919 in Winnetka
and was based upon work done by Frederick Burk at the San Francisco State
Training School in 1912.
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and skills needed by everyone), and
"group and creative activities"
(the special subjects such as art,
music, physical education,
etc.).
In the "common essential" subjects
pupils proceeded through prepared

units of work at their own pace.

In the "group and creative
activi-

ties" there were no achievement levels
to meet, grouping was flexible
and homeroom assignments were based
upon age and social maturity.

Wmnetka Plan had distinct features which
contributed

The

to the current

team teaching movement primarily in the
areas of cooperative staff

planning and program development.
The Dalton Plan*

5 *^

had a major emphasis on group life and
indi-

vidual effort and progress.

Academic subjects were taught in an indi-

vidually paced program in a sequential curriculum;
non— academic subjects

were taught by class or group methods and the
classes were multi-aged.

Although originally designed for the fourth grade through
high school
in a school for crippled children, the Dalton Plan
received national

attention at the high school level. 55

In

contrast to the Winnetka Plan

which had homeroom teachers for the academic areas, the Dalton Plan
called for specialist teachers and facilities.
it is

It can be claimed that

related to some forms of team teaching, particularly those which

have developed at the secondary level.

Although there were also differ-

ences in the philosophical basis for each form of organization, the

Anderson.

Op.

cit

.

,

p.

78.

*The Dalton Plan was first developed by Helen Parkhurst in 1919
in Massachusetts.
It was later adopted by a high school in Dalton,

Massachusetts
55

Shaplin.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

48.
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Wmnetka Plan and the Dalton Plan both emphasized
individual
progress through prepared units of work.

rates of

And, in common with the Platoon

School, these plans divided the curriculum
into two parts and called
for the use of specializing teachers and
facilities.

A current, more developed plan, which shares
many of the charac-

teristics of the three described above, is the
Dual-Progress Plan.
features are more fully developed and carefully described. 56

Its

Through

study of the Dual-Progress Plan, one can discern
how the antecedent
plans discussed have influenced current educational
reform.
The plans discussed thus far have been concerned primarily with
a unique division of the curriculum,

a

regrouping of learners based upon

the two divisions, and provision for continuous progress in the basic

skills and knowledge areas.

In this respect they seem more related to

the development of the modern non-graded school than to the team teaching organization.

main feature.

All these plans have curriculum reorganization as a

Team teaching can promote the re-examination, but it

not a curricular system.

is

It is important to recognize that team teach-

ing is a personnel arrangement rather than a curricular one.

The last plan to be considered is the Hosic Cooperative Group

Plan;* *

although less well-known than the others discussed, this plan

appears to have more similarity in its organization, as well as its

56

George

D.

Stoddard.

The Dual-Progress Plan

,

New York:

Harper

and Row, 1961.
*This plan was developed by James F. Hosic in the early 1930’s
J. F. Hosic, The Cooperative Group Plan
in the New York City Schools.
Workin g P rinciples for the O r ganization of Elemen tary S chool s, New
York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1929.

:

.
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name, to team teaching.

The basic purpose of the plan
was to provide

for individual differences of
children, teachers, principals,
and com-

munities. 57

Otto discusses this plan and lists
eleven features which

Hosic outlines as essential.

The features which link it directly
to

team teaching are:
1-

teaCherS (fr ° m three to slx tau ht a
>
common group of
8

children^
2.

Teachers who were responsible for the same
pupils worked together as a group.
Each teacher was to coordinate his work
and
the work of his pupils with the other
teachers;

3.

One teacher was given responsibility as a
group leader and super

Shane points out that the plan calling for grouping
teachers,

.

novel twist, since all other plans involve grouping
children.
appears to have the most exhaustive information on the plan.

.is a

Otto

He reports

that there are no published records as to how widely it was
used, nor
its effects.

60

Shaplm

is of the opinion that the plan was discontinued

because it was attempted before the press for "quality education" which
climate would have been favorable to the wide adoption of the plan. 61
The Hosic Cooperative Group Plan was an organizational pattern which also

included multi-age grouping and provisions for

work with the same children for three years.

57

Shaplin.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

a group of teachers

It was a new organizational

49

CO
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tion

,

to

Henry J. Otto. Elementary School Organization and Administra third edition, New York: Appleton-Century-Crof ts 1954, pp. 149,

150.

"^Shane.
60 Ibld.
61

,

Op
p.

Shaplin.
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p.
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314.

151.
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pattern, rather than a curriculum revision
plan.

Considering this basic

characteristic, as well as the specific
features listed above, it can
be seen as the plan most closely
related to team teaching.

Chapter Summary

Broad social and cultural developments on
the national and in-

ternational levels after World War II have
influenced the institutions
of education.

These developments considered along with changes
in the

schools themselves created a climate favorable
to change.

Team teaching

arose as one of the major innovations in this
atmosphere.

The chapter

also reviews organizational plans antecedent to
team teaching.
It can be concluded from the analysis of the
background of

team teaching that various efforts to change school organization
have
preceded and influenced the basic ideas behind team teaching.

Most of

these organizational explorations relate more directly to the non-graded

movement than to the innovation of team teaching.

These efforts, to-

gether with other factors to be explored later, produced a diversity of
aims and organizations which nonetheless go under the common label of

team teaching.

Chapter III analyzes the several rationales that have

influenced and supported different emphases in this educational innovation.

CHAPTER

III

AN EXAMINATION OF THE RATIONALES FOR TEAM TEACHING

Chapters III, IV, and V will attempt to clarify concepts of

team teaching by an analysis of the literature.
The analysis will focus on:
1.

The rationales supporting the development of team teaching;

2.

Definitions of team teaching and organizational forms teaming
may take;

3.

Research on the implementation and outcomes of team teaching.

The Rationales for Team Teaching

The rationales will be discussed first in the analysis of the

current state of team teaching.

The consideration of the many purposes

and justifications proposed for team teaching should aid in the later

analyses of the definitions, organizations and research, and should result in the establishment of clearer relationships between particular

aspects of team teaching.

Considering these relationships bearing in

mind the background material presented in Chapter II will permit a more
cohesive and comprehensive view of the innovation.
The rationales for team teaching as developed in the literature
are many-faceted and diverse.

However, many of the justifications are

not well developed; only a handful of theorists have gone beyond enthu-

siasm and expanded their reasons for support of the organization to merit further investigation.

Anderson, Shaplin, Heathers, Goodlad, Allen,

28

Trump, and Dean

are the major advocates on whose
works this section

of the study is primarily based.

The following arrangement of the ideas
basic to a rationale for

team teaching is a synthesis which was developed
after an extensive survey of the literature.

It is deemed useful in pulling together
all the

purposes and justifications found in the writings
concerning team teaching and in untangling some of the overlapping
ideas so they can be ex-

amined more fruitfully.

The Two Major Purposes of Team Teaching

.

A comprehensive analysis of the available literature indicates
that there are two broad categories under which all of the various as-

pects of a rationale for team teaching can be placed:
1.

To make the position of teacher more attractive;

2.

To improve instruction.

Heathers, a noted authority on the research and organization of

team teaching, substantiates the identification of two major purposes of
team teaching.

He notes that those who originate a plan usually specify

certain purposes they anticipate the plan will accomplish and then identify certain organizational arrangements they believe may achieve these

purposes.

Heathers capsulizes the purposes he finds in the plans:

To make the position of teacher more attractive, some teaching plans
have been designed primarily to induce highly qualified teachers to
remain in teaching and not to move into administrative positions in
.other team
the schools or leave the education profession.
teaching plans have been designed to improve the quality of instruction.^^
.

.

1964, 1966), Shaplin (1964, 1965, 1968), Heathers
(1964, 1966), Goodlad (1963, 1966, 1967), Allen (1967), Trump (1963, 1968),
Dean (1961, 1962, 1967).

^Anderson (1962

^Heathers.
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Goodlad considers that team teaching,

.

.

gre w predominantly out of

two conditions which became highly
visible early in the 1950’s:

limited

leadership for career teachers and the
impossibility of teachers being
all things to all people." 64

Therefore, the first category of purposes

will be labeled "Improved Career Opportunities
for Teachers."
The second broad category is the improvement
of the quality of

instruction.

Shaplin feels that the second purpose for team
teaching

came about because:

One of the persistent problems of American education since
the advent of the graded school in the early nineteenth century
had been
its inherent structural rigidity.
each generation has seen
the emergence of a variety of new administrative and
instructional
plans designed to bring flexibility into school organization, to
allow for a greater variety of groupings of students for instruction
and to provide opportunities for individualized instruction. 65
.

.

.

The emphasis on flexibility in this and innumerable other sources deter-

mines the wording of the second broad category to be "The Improvement
of Instruction Through Organizational Flexibility."

A Specific Explanation of the Major
Purposes of Team Teaching

Implicit in the literature are several distinct aspects of a

rationale of team teaching.

These are grouped under the two major justi-

fications as follows
I.

Improved Career Opportunities for Teachers
a.

Attraction, retention, and rewarding of able teachers

b.

In-service education

"Cooperative Teaching in Educational Reform," National
6^Goodlad.
Elementary Principal Volume XLIV, January 1966, p. 12.
,

^Shaplin.

Op
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II.

c.

Pre-service education

d.

Job satisfaction

The Improvement of Instruction Through
Organizational Flexibility
a.

Control of managerial factors

^

Utilization of a broad base of resources

•

c.

Problem-solving in the analysis and development
of productive learning environments

Clearly

there are difficulties in listing several of
these as-

,

pects separately.

For example, job satisfaction is highly related to

rewarding able teachers.

However, there are particular elements of job

satisfaction in team teaching such as collegiality

,

that are found in

all types of team teaching, rather than for example, increased
status

opportunities which would be found only in hierarchical types of team
organization.

For this reason, job satisfaction is discussed under a

separate heading.

On the following pages, the seven aspects of the

rationale which were gleaned from the literature are examined and ex-

plained

.

I.

a.

Improved Career Opportunities for Teachers

Attracting, Retaining, and Rewarding Able Teachers

generally agreed that teachers are not equally competent.

:

It is

As yet, how-

ever, no criteria have been universally accepted which specify the char-

acteristics of a good teacher or a poor teacher.*

However, it is widely

*Two important studies concerned with the characteristics of
teachers are:
"Teacher Characteristics Study" (Ryans, 1960), "Dimensions
of Teacher Leadership in Classroom Social Systems" (Gordon, Adler, McNeil,
1963). Find in Research on Teaching ed. N. C. Gage, American Educational
Research Association, 196 5 Also see work of Dr. Lucian Kinney of Stanford
University who has spent the past twenty-five years working on this problem.
Of interest is ed. Don E. Hamacheck, "What Research Tells Us About
the Characteristics of 'Good' and 'Bad' Teachers," Human Dynamics in Psy Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc., 1968 P* 187.
c hology and Educ ation
,

.

.

,
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acknowledged that the best students in colleges
and universities do not
go into teaching.

On the other hand, whether or not
the best college

and university students develop into the
best teachers had been questioned.

However, attracting and retaining able
teachers remains a per-

sistant problem of education.

Stover enumerates several reasons why

this problem exists, "Teaching lacks career
incentives; it is unable
to exert holding power and .advance its members
as their skills increase.
It lacks

professional autonomy and the power of self-regulation." 66

Differentiated staffing appears to have the best "fit" as

a

form of organization whose purpose is to attract, retain,
and reward
able teachers.

It includes paraprofessionals in its arrangements and

type.*

it incorporates the ideas of team teaching to such an extent
that when

it is combined with team teaching, it could be considered
a sophisticated

plan of the hierarchical team teaching organizational

*

In the

literature of differentiated staffing, there is some rationale which

links improved career opportunities to improved instruction.

In the

main, the literature is focussed on arrangements which make possible

increased status, financial rewards and the satisfactions of specialization.

However, DeTurk lists five assumptions about school staffing

based upon the hypothesis that "individualizing student learning is a
more valid process than standardizing student learning, and individual-

ization requires a variety of materials, a variety of environments, a

^Michael Stover, ed. "Temple City Story," New Careers in
Teaching, Education Professions Development Act, Temple City, California,
1969, p. 2.
*It is clearly recognized that differentiated staffing and team
teaching are not completely congruent concepts. Staff differentiation
could be a hierarchical team or, on the other hand, differentiated staffing can exist without team teaching.

;

:
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variety of time divisions and, above all,
a variety of instructional

approaches." 67
1.

The assumptions are as follows

Attracting the most empathetic and intelligent
people to teaching will increase learning;

2.

Keeping highly qualified teachers in teaching
will increase

learning
3.

Stimulating and providing for the professional and
personal
growth of teachers will increase learning;

4.

Specialization of teaching functions and roles will increase
learning;

5.

Giving teachers the decision-making authority to creatively and

effectively manage learning will increase learning. 66

Another emphasis in the rationale for team teaching of the hierarchical type is the separation of teaching tasks from non-teaching
tasks.

Allen pinpoints the concern:

Any proposal to employ teaching talent where it will do the most
good must recognize that much of it is now being wasted at the ditto
machine, monitoring the lunchroom, taking roll, and doing other jobs
for which professional ability and salary are unnecessary.
Both
economy and necessity recommend that the differentiated school staff
include an expanded non-teaching category of classified personnel to
handle clerical f unctions. 69
.

.

Thus, in recruiting and retaining able teachers a restructuring of the
job definition of teaching to exclude non-teaching tasks would be helpful.

—

^DeTurk. "Differentiated Staffing A State of the Art," The
Journal of the School of Education University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
Volume 2, October 1970, mimeographed, p. 8.
,

fr

^Ibid

.

,

p.

8.

^Dwight d. Allen. "A Differentiated Staff: Putting Teaching
Talent to Work," Occasional Papers Number 1, National Commission on
Teacher Education and Professional Standards, NEA, Washington, D.C.,
1967, p. 5.
,
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The financial rewards for teachers
becomes a focal point in the

rationale of a hierarchical team model.

Stover notes that, "When sur-

veyed, teachers say they resent the low
status and pay they receive as

compared with other professions equivalent
in training requisites." 70
To compound this problem, financial
reward in teaching is based mainly

upon longevity in the position rather than
superior achievement.

problem is widely acknowledge.

The

President Nixon, in a recent message to

Congress, said, "Too often the gifted teacher,
the man or woman of talent and experience, is numbed by routine,
and stifled by red tape; too

often the incentive to excellence succumbs to a system
that fails to

distinguish and reward superior performance." 71

Merit pay and pay re-

ceived in a differentiated staffing pattern are two ways of
addressing
this problem.

DeTurk distinguishes merit pay from the differentiated salary

proposed under a clearly defined differentiated staffing model.

72

Among

the characteristics he lists for merit pay are:
1.

Recognition determined by an administrator;

2.

A recognition made subjectively;

3.

Lack of selection criteria causing teacher mistrust.

He points out a weakness of merit pay as being the practice of awarding

bonuses on the basis of personality whereas, "salary differentiation is

determined according to a well defined and well advertised function.

70 Stover.
7
"

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

2

Presidential address to Congress, 1970.

^DeTurk.
73 Ibid.

,

Op
p.

.

12.

cit

.

,

p.

12.

.

." 73

a

;
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The financial rewards offered in a hierarchical
team teaching organiza-

tion are considered more appropriate than merit
pay by proponents of
the hierarchical team teaching organization.

Thus, it is believed that a hierarchical teaching
team will attract, retain and reward able teachers because it
offers the following

advantages *
:

1.

Elimination of non-professional tasks in the teaching role re-

sulting in increased professional rigor;
2.

Possible movement from one level of responsibility to another
level

3.

Increased status and financial renumeration awarded to the higher
levels of responsibility.
b.

Improved Career Opportunities

— In-Service

Education

:

This

section will present the ideas found in the literature in relation to

in-service education as a major justification for team teaching.

The

need for the development of effective strategies for in-service education
is pointed out by Rubin in an article entitled,

"The Nurture of Teacher

Growth," "Growth does not occur as a matter of course.

In fact, it can-

not occur unless certain essential conditions are present.
of our educational system may allow

— unfortunately,

teacher to serve many years without growing.

.

The nature

even encourage

—

.

*There is little in the literature concerning the collegial form
of team teaching in relation to the problem of attracting, retaining and
rewarding teachers in these specific ways. However, it is felt that the
collegial team does offer career opportunities related to in-service
education and job satisfactions.
"The Nurture of Teacher Growth," Center for
^^Louis J. Rubin.
of California, Santa Barbara, 1966,
University
Education,
Coordinated
p.

8.
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Among others, Anderson believes that
team teaching provides the
conditions for the "advancement of each
experienced teacher’s professional knowledge and skill." 75

He explains one condition which
promotes

teaming; "The opportunities to exchange
information and criticism and
hence, for constant re-examination of the
teaching role is almost certainly the most powerful feature of the plan
and a chief justification
for its energetic development." 76

Rubin emphasizes two of the conditions for
effective in-service

education discovered in his project which are also
present in the team

teaching organization:
A teacher selected by his faculty colleague, and given
special leadership training, was used as the training agent. The results
were
extremely impressive so much so, in fact, that we now conjecture
that a practicing teacher is the best possible trainer of teachers. 77
In this same study, Rubin notes that,

"We found, too, that where profes-

sional growth is concerned, changing the behavior of a group often is
easier than changing the behavior of an individual.

m
•

a common pursuit

tend to reinforce one another."

Teachers engaged
78

Shaplin also expresses concern that the typical organization of
schools does not lend itself to help for teachers who are having technical difficulties or management problems.

He agrees that modern supervi-

sory theory is compatable with team teaching in its emphasis on the group

process as a way of changing attitudes.

However, he points out one cru-

cial advantage of team teaching over other types in the in-service

^Anderson.
7^

Ibid

.

,

77 Rubin.

78 Ibid.

,

p

.

Op
pp.

Op

.

104

.

.

cit

cit

.

,

11-12.

,

p.

p.

9.

.

89.
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education provided.

Team teaching permits supervision
(used in the

sense of in-service education, not
judgment) through group work and cooperative efforts within the context
of the working situation and
direct

observation of the performance of the
individual on the job." 79
The rapidly appearing new curriculum
models which must be incor-

porated into the schools constitute
major problems of in-service education of teachers.

Workshops and college courses usually bear
the brunt

of helping teachers learn to use the
new organization, materials and

concepts of curriculum projects.

Assimilation of new curriculum pack-

ages and the development of new curriculum
appropriate for a specific

school can be facilitated through team teaching.
comments

On this problem, Shaplin

:

Teams can be formed which include teachers with specialized
knowledge
and skills in a given area of the curriculum.
These teachers can be
given the responsibility to plan the curriculum work of the
team and
to oversee the work of the other teachers in carrying
out the objectives of the curriculum.
Thus, the team becomes the functional unit for the introduction of innovations 80
.

.

.

.

In addition, the teacher who has responsibility in a particular

curricular area can collect materials, be responsible for reading in the
field and going to relevant conferences and demonstrate new techniques
and use of materials for the purpose of educating the members of his team.
If this teacher is not initially an expert he would likely become one in
a year or two under this system and, his team members would have the

benefit of his expertise in increasing their own competencies.

^ 9 Shaplin.

80
81

School

.

Shaplin.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

Op

.

cit

.

,

pp.

81

97.

89-90.

Lee Smith.
A Practical Approach to the Non-Graded Elementary
Parker Publishing Company, Inc., New York, 1968, p. 54.
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Thus, team teaching is a viabl e
structure for in-service educa-

tion because:

The expertise of a teacher can have
influence on less expert

1.

colleagues in a given area;

Discussion about teaching and children is
legitimized rather

2.

than avoided;

Every aspect of the teacher's and learner's
role is under scru-

3.

tiny;
4.

Learning tends to be wholistic and related to
practice;

5.

A working group context stimulates change and
learning.

Team teaching, then, has support as an organization
which contains the
conditions necessary for effective in-service education.

situations should attract career oriented teachers.

Team teaching

Such teachers would

find the in-service education opportunities of team teaching useful
to

improve their knowledge and performance.
c.

Pre-Service Education

Pre-service education has also been

:

featured as one of the reasons for the development of team teaching.
Sand emphasizes the shift of teacher education from the college to the

school.

"Among the ideas we have going for us are.

the center of teacher education."

82

.

.

the school as

Goodlad and Klein are explicit in

their recommendation that
the future teacher must become involved in the teaching of
young people in some responsible way not as an observer, but as an
This means that he joins a team of adults as
active participant.
one of several persons charged with the responsibility for educating a group of children. Whatever the other reasons for endorsing
team teaching may be, one good reason is teacher education. ^3
.

.

.

—

82sand.

Op

.

cit

.

^Goodlad, Klein.

,

31.

p.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

105.

:

,

.
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Anderson lists "ease and effectiveness
of incorporate and
training apprentices and beginning
teachers" as one of seven characteristics of team teaching.

ucation in teams.

8"

He notes two advantages of
pre-service ed-

"A few colleges.

.

.

organize their master teachers

in teams to which apprentices are
assigned.

.

.

because they will be

exposed to a variety of teaching styles
and to the intra-team conversations of the master teachers about
teaching and curriculum planning." 85

Lortie, in discussing the difficulties of the
usual training

situation observes that in team teaching:
It is unlikely that teachers working with
a new member of the profession will stand by while classes get out of
control or will
create other situations calculated to disenchant the
neophyte.
It
is likely, in short, that the rigors of sink
or swim will be seriously modified.

In summary

,

the literature pinpoints the main advantages that the

team teaching organization seems to offer the neophyte in teaching
as
follows
1.

Exposure to a variety of teaching styles;

2.

Opportunity to observe and participate in continuous discussions
of experienced teachers concerning teaching and curriculum plan-

ning;
3.

Protection, in the more exposed situation, from failure due to
lack of support.

It should be noted that the rationale concerned with in-service education

which preceded this discussion should be considered as additional support
for pre-service education in a teara teaching organization.

^Anderson.
85 Ibid

.

,

88 Lortie.

p

.

Op.

cit

.

,

p.

90.

89
Op

.

cit

.

p.

301.

.

39

d.

Job Satisfaction

:

Beyond financial and status rewards
for

team teachers, the literature alludes to
increased job satisfactions

which will make teaching in a team
arrangement a more attractive career
l

for teachers.

These satisfactions will be discussed under
three headings

1.

Recognizing Teacher Differences;

2.

Teachers and Peer Interaction;

3.

Increased Responsibility and Power.
Recogni zing Teacher Differences

:

Total responsibility for the

educational program or "being all things to all people" has
been

back in teaching for many.

a draw-

Hedges believes that elementary schools gen-

erally ignore the fact that teachers are not alike either
intellectually
or psychologically, but are, rather, "individuals with
individual differences.

Teachers express their individuality through differences in:

ability in various areas of the curriculum, knowledge, competencies,

responsibility."^*
willingness and ability to handle

*

Team teaching offers choices to teachers which do not exist to
the same degree in the self-contained classroom.

Minimizing or omitting

aspects of a program or blundering through because of lack of competence
or a negative attitude must have its impact on job satisfaction of the

self-contained classroom teacher.

An organization which legitimizes

variability and capitalizes on differences is assumed to have significant

psychological benefits.

^William

0.

Perceiving that job satisfaction was a crucial

Hedges.

"Differentiated Teaching Responsibilities
Volume 47,

in the Elementary School," National Elementary Principal
September, 1967, p. 48.

,

The
*Ackerlund's study (see footnote page 18) is relevant here.
majority of teachers in the study felt ill-prepared in a large number of
Further, there
subjects they were required to teach in grades III-IV.
was a substantial number of teachers who did not like to teach certain

subj ects
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element in team teaching, the Claremont, California
Team Teaching Project

included it in its evaluation.

Douglass reported on the three year study

involving 7,000 students, 450 teachers that; "team
teaching’s greatest
impact has been on the attitude of teachers toward
teaching

— that

in-

creasing personal pleasure and satisfaction in teaching
88
are evident."
Teachers and Peer Interaction

:

Just what these personal pleasures

and satisfactions mentioned in the Claremont evaluation are is
speculated

upon in the literature.

Meyer observes, "that teachers are commonly iso-

lated in the performance of their day-to-day activities, from their im-

mediate colleagues and superiors and from the profession at large." 89
Major contact with peers is believed to promote greater pleasure
in the work situation.

This arises probably from the sociable inter-

course, or "pure sociability" described by Simmel.
ists where "people enjoy interaction per se." 99

This condition ex-

Elementary teachers who

must continually work in the frame of reference of their students fear
a kind of infantilization.

There are jokes directed particularly at

primary teachers which refer to this problem.

Lortie theorizes that

this infantilization:

Threatens their hold on adulthood and their self-esteem as mature
persons.
Furthermore, teaching is a controlled activity where
spontaniety in the classroom must be inhibited. Therefore, teachers
probably need both adult sociability and relatively relaxed, unguarded interaction with others.^

^Malcolm p. Douglass. "Team Teaching: Fundamental Change or
Passing Fancy?" California Teacher's Association Journal Volume 59,
March 1963, p. 57.
,

^9

Abstract of "Teacher Reactions to Power and
John W. Meyer.
presented at the AERA Conference, New York
Paper
vi.
Influence," p.
City, New York, February 1971.

^Georg Simmel.
Society

,

ed.

"The Sociology of Sociability," Theories of
Free Press, New York, 1961“P* 157.

Talcott Parsons.

^Lortie.

Op.

cit

.

,

pp.

288-289.
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Team teaching offers a broad base of
interactions, with its necessity
for continuous contact and communication
with peers.
Iiicr eased Res ponsibility and

which team teaching makes in

a

Power:

One of the basic changes

school is the turning over to the team

teachers many of the managerial functions
formerly held by the principal.

Teachers, then, make decisions about the grouping
of children, deployment of staff and, in ideal teaming situations,
have day-long control

over their schedules.*
The increased control over or autonomy in the teaching
job should

result in increased job satisfaction for the able
professionally-oriented

teacher as well as improvement of instruction/

Certainly,

for a colle-

gial team where responsibility is shared, and for the top of the hier-

archical team, the power over the elements which influence the job being
done is believed to enhance the teaching position.

A study conducted by the Stanford Center for Research and Development in teaching was concerned with team teaching, influence and autonomy.

One of the main hypothesis was; "That open schools (where team

teaching was required) would prove rewarding to professionally ambitious
teachers who would therefore show more job satisfaction." 92
Ill us

,

it would seem that the team teaching organization may of-

fer teachers increased job satisfaction because:

*This aspect of team teaching is discussed more fully in the
following section: Improvement of Instruction, p. 42.
"The Impact of the Open-space
John Meyer and Elizabeth Cohen.
and
Influence
The Effects of An OrganizaAutonomy:
School Upon Teacher
University, California,
Education,
Stanford
tional Innovation," School of
in this chapter
discussed
November 1970, p. 14. This important study is
in the section on research, Chapter V.
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U

1*

leglti,lzeS and h «nasses inter- individual
and intra-individual

teacher differences;
2.

It provides

3.

It increases the power of the
teachers in giving them control

for sociable interaction with peers;

over managerial factors.*

II.

The Improvement of Instruction

Ihe second major purpose for team teaching is
the improvement
of instruction.

Smith defines team teaching as, "an organizational
pat-

tern which promotes flexibility and permits
and encourages individuali-

zation of instruction." 93

Shaplin also underscores the importance of

flexibility in team teaching:

Team teaching projects agree almost universally that their programs
encourage flexibility in these areas.
(Assignment of students to
teachers, variety in assignment, scheduling, grouping, and location
in space of the students.)
This flexibility is more difficult to
obtain under general methods of school organization which tend to
specify uniformity in length of periods, size of classrooms, and
size of class groups.

^

V

An analysis of the reasons why proponents consider team teaching
to be a major contribution to the improvement of instruction leads this

writer to select flexibility as the key concept to be considered.

Flex-

ibility is the use of resources to create responsive learning environments for the changing requirements of a group of learners.

Flexibility

will be discussed here as:

*Lortie raises some important questions regarding increased and
decreased autonomy for teachers in a hierarchical team organization.
Lortie, Op. cit
pp. 278-283.
.

^Lee

,

Smith.

^^Shaplin.
Teaching, Op cit
.

.

Op

.

c it

.

,

p.

79.

"Description and Definition of Team Teaching," Team
,

p.

11.
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a.

*

c.

Teacher control over managerial factors;
The utilization of a broad base of resources

-

The problem-solving process.*

All three are basic elements of the team
teaching organization.
a.

Flexi bility is Increased With Control Over Mana geria
l Factors

Shaplin delineates the transfer of managerial
functions from the principal and central staff to the team in team teaching
as:
1.

"The grouping and scheduling of pupils;

2.

The assignment of teachers in accordance with their special in-

terests and talents."

9 5

Goodlad contrasts this new responsibility of teachers to the selfcontained classroom where, "in elementary school, students usually are

assigned by chance to one teacher for all or most subjects.

system is relatively inflexible.

.

.

the

It is not self-correcting; only with

considerable difficulty can adjustments be effected later.

In team

teaching, he states:

Teachers are always in close communication and, further, sharing
the same space.
They can quickly readjust their plans.
Increasingly, they become diagnosticians:
They analyze, prescribe and carry
out plans; evaluate, prescribe and diagnose again.
Subleties such
as the "fit" of pupil personality and teacher temperament often can
be provided for.
Group structure is not the reflection of an inflexible, pre-determined system; it shifts according to need and
purpose.
Thus, educational purpose, group size and membership and
time allocation can be brought into appropriate relationship.-^
*These headings synthesize various justifications found in the
literature and are organized in this manner to facilitate discussion of
the topic.

^Judson T. Shaplin. "Cooperative Teaching: Definitions and
Organizational Analysis," The National Elementarv Principal, January
1965, p. 17.

^Goodlad.
E lementary Pri ncipal

^Goodlad.

"Cooperative Teaching in Education Reform," Na tional
Volume XLIV, Number 3, January 1966, p. 11,

School, Curricu l um and the Individ ual, Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

86.

,

,
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Control over the groupings of students
and the allocation of

teachers is assumed to increase the likelihood
of improved instruction.
Dean ennumerated the pupil benefits of
team teaching; "Pupils benefit

intellectually by being exposed to strong teaching
in most areas, by

having their needs diagnosed collaboratively
ferences being considered in grouping." 98

,

and their individual dif-

Flexibility therefore, in-

cludes control of the managerial functions in order
to change instruc-

tional variables in response to instructional requirements
of a group
of learners.
At this point, it is appropriate to discuss the relationship
of

team teaching and non— grading.

Both were new organizations which at-

tempted to look at school organizational patterns as facilitating arrangements.

Dean and Witherspoon characterize this movement as question-

ing, "administrative and organizational restrictions of the past, and

holding that school administration exists primarily as
not as a control function."

service medium,

a

99

Team teaching is a horizontal school organization which is defined by Anderson as; "The manner in which a school distributes the children within the school building at any given moment in time."^"

Whereas non-grading is a vertical school organization, "vertical organization is used to describe the policies and procedures by which a school

9^Stuart Dean.
9

Team Teaching; a Review

^Dean and Witherspoon.

-^^Anderson.

Op

.

cit

.

p.

.

Op

.

cit

.

p.

8.

4.

Teaching In a World of Change

.

Op.

cit., p.

30.

*The self-contained classroom is an example of a horizontal organization.
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system indicates the childs
year of schooling.

l

'

m&

progress and status during each
successive

Both the team teaching and the non-graded
organizations are
thought to provide for individual differences
among pupils through

grouping arrangements.

Together, they allow for variance of subject-

matter offerings from pupil to pupil as well as
make provisions for
different rates of progress.
The non-graded school allows the learner to progress
"through

the curriculum

at his own pace, while the team teaching organization

facilitates his progress through flexible grouping, flexible
uses of
teachers and of learning resources.

be used in a graded system.

The team teaching organization can

The idea of meeting grade expectations,

however, would infringe on the ideal of improved instruction for each
learner; it would place a learning ceiling on some and push others be-

yond their capacities.
Tewksbury, in a book concerned with the development of a nongraded school suggests team teaching as distinctly advantageous to
teachers because, "it is a formidable task to conduct multi-level in-

struction, especially in a self-contained classroom where there is a
full range of achievement levels in each of the subjects."

102

He sug-

gests that the grouping and re-grouping possible in a team teaching or-

ganization can be done on performance levels and, "instruction in a

101 Ibid.

,

p.

29.

*The graded structure is an example of a vertical organization,
twelve years with the curriculum neatly broken up into twelve segments.

Charles

E.

Non-grading in the Elementary School
John L. Tewksbury.
Columbus, Ohio, 1967, p. 94.
Inc.,
Books,
Merrill

.

.

.
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given group could then be devoted to
a narrower range of
achievement
levels ,,103

Goodlad disagrees with this idea of
obtaining more and more re
fined homogeneous instructional groups:
Many efforts to reorganize schools
appear to have been directed
toward organizing away" individual
differences.
This is futile,
urther such efforts can be damaging in
that they may lead teacheVS
P^cularly beginners, away from efforts designed to cope
F
with individuality 1U 4
,

’

Although this opinion was most likely addressed
toward organizations such as the track system, special "gifted"
classes, and the
like, it is a common practice for teaching
"teams" to divide their

learners by achievement scores and to proceed on the
assumption that
all the learners in a group are at the same level
of achievement and to

conduct the instruction for that group accordingly.

Although there is not

a great deal of

concern reflected in the

team teaching literature about the relationship of team teaching
to the

non-graded organization, it is interesting to note that Goodlad and
Anderson, authorities in the theory and practice of the non-graded school,

strongly support the incorporation of

non-graded
organization.*

a

team teaching arrangement in a

Anderson says that, "team teaching is linked

*

both spiritually and functionally to the philosophy and the operational

mechanism of non-gradedness

^O-^ Ibid

.

,

p

.

L^Goodlad.
p.

95

.

.

"School, Curriculum, and the Individual."

Op.

cit.,

60.

*These organizations were combined in the Englewood School in
Florida, the Lexington Team Teaching Project, and the University Elementary School, UCLA.

'^Anderson

.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

105.

;

.

:

Thus, team teaching is an organizational
structure which gives

teachers control over managerial functions.

Because there is more than

one teacher and a larger than one
class-size group of learners, an in-

finite variety of groupings can be made
depending upon the instructional requirements.

This is in contrast to the one-teacher,
one-class or-

ganization which limits student grouping
possibilities and eliminates
teacher alternatives.

\It

is considered a facilitating arrangement
for

the non-graded organization.

The team teaching organization has con-

trol over the managerial functions and therefore
can adjust to needs

and purposes, thus improving the quality of instruction.
b

.

Flexibili ty in the Utilization of a Wide Base o f Resources

The literature includes references to people, space, material, equipment, and time as resources in the team teaching organization.

In es-

sence, because this organization increases the variables present in the

instructional setting, it has potential for greater variety than the

self-contained classroom.

This section will consider the relationship

of resources available to the teaching team, flexibility, and the im-

provement of instruction. Resources considered in the literature of
team teaching are:
1

.

human

2.

material and equipment;

3.

physical plant

4.

time.

— space;

Human Resources

:

The human resources of a team are greater than

those of a self-contained classroom with one teacher.*

Theoretically,

*There is overlap in this section with ideas presented previously;
this section deals with the allocation of human resources in more specific
terms

j
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the individual learner in the
team has access to each member.

Bair and

Woodward discuss the advantages of
increasing the number of adults
in
the classroom:
Not only do teachers have different
personalities which make imnressions upon their pupils, but they
also have different subtect
latter
competencies and interests and can make
unique contributions to
eir pupiis.
Closely related to subject matter
competency is
teaching methodology.
the possibility that a team will
be
to match a given pupil whose
interest and methodology are appropriate for that pupil is six or seven
to one when compared to
the chances in a traditionally
organized elementary school. 106
.

.

.

Brownell and Taylor phrase this flexibility
differently; "At the elementary level, there exists the ability
to develop exchange teaching oppor-

tunities amongst the team teachers in order
to exploit teachers' special
talents, knowledge and training." 107
The awareness of differences among learners and
teachers and an

attempt to match them for greater learning possibility
is a team teaching characteristic which attempts to incorporate
learning theory con-

cerned with learning styles, teaching styles and conditions
under which

optimum learning takes place.
Recognizing differences and providing for them is a crucial problem in instruction.

Goodlad proposes that:

The organization of the scho ol, then, becomes a major focal point in
determining the extent to which an adequately wide range of traits
and of expectations is likely to be respected.
Patterns of organizing the school are usually susceptible to considerations of efficient administration and, therefore, frequently tend not to reflect
what we know about individual differences and the irregularities of
individual development 108
.

106j.j e diH Bair and Richard G. Woodward.
Team Teaching in Action
Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, 1964, pp. 16-17~

.

TO 7 0 hn A. Brownell and Harris A. Taylor.
"Theoretical Perspectives for Teaching Teams," Phi Delta Kappan January 1962, p. 151.
,

T08g ooc]lad

"innovations in Education," Educational Forum
XXXI, Number 3, March 1961, p. 277.
.

,

Volume

,
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The emphasis in team teaching on flexibility
in grouping students and

assigning the groups to teachers reflects an
awareness of the knowledge
of differences and also provides a structure
where this is possible.
\

So far the discussion of human resources has
focussed on the

availability of the teacher to the learner in the
teaching-learning situation.

The other side of the coin is the team pool of
resources that

is available for planning, organizing and
evaluating instruction.

This

will be discussed later under the heading of
problem-solving.
The learners constitute an instructional resource in the classroom.

Since their numbers are larger in a team teaching situation effi-

cient groupings can often be formed that would not be possible if the

learners were in separate self-contained classrooms.

Many criteria for

grouping can be used successfully in the instructional considerations of
the team class; many criteria for grouping would be rendered impractical
in a self-contained classroom because they would often result in ineffi-

ciently small groups or in too many groups for one teacher to work with

within reasonable time limits.
Material and Equipment Resources

:

Shaplin comments on the pro-

curement of material resources for teaching:
The typical school budget for books, teaching aides, laboratory
equipment and other supplies and materials is quite restricted, and
under present organizational arrangements fundamental problems exist
in obtaining efficient allocation of materials and maximum utilization of equipment ^09
.

Again, small-group organization presents an alternative solution to
Within a group organization, it becomes possible
the problem.
to establish both stations for the use of mechanical aids and centers for the collection of instructional materials and books which
Because
provide for convenient access and high utilization.
occasionally
have
teaching
teams
of more efficient utilization,
.

.

.

lO^Shaplin

"Toward a Theoretical Rationale,"

p.

.

.

77.
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increased their consumption of
materials so drastically th
have monopolized the supplies
of a given S chool?U0

y

York further contributes to an
understanding of why there is
higher
utilization when she says; "Team
teaching facilitates the use
of a wide
variety of materials by providing
for teacher specialization
which makes
the preparation and assimilation
of multi-media resources more
111
feasible."

The same amount of money per
student can be used to obtain a

greater variety of materials which
will offer more to a learner in
a
team group than for a self-contained
group.
Add the element o£ each
teacher in a team group becoming
responsible for developing, collecting
and organizing material in a particular
area and it is clear that team

teaching can efficiently create a larger
pool of material resources from

which to draw upon, resulting in a more
flexible instructional program,
than is possible in a self-contained teaching
arrangement.
Physi cal Plant— Space Resources

;

In the literature,

the dis-

cussion of space for team teaching is exclusively
concerned with building
new team teaching schools or tearing down walls in
old schools.
the key word is again, flexibility.

However,

Sargent lists four characteristics

of team teaching schools:

First, they must accommodate groups of various sizes.

Second, they (the groups) may also change continuously.
teaching school must be a fluid school.

Therefore,

a team

Third, it should provide a place for teachers to work, both in small
groups and in private.

110 Ibid.
1

,

p.

78.

Materials a nd
L Jean York.
Teaching and Individualized Instruction
Leslie Press, Dallas, Texas, 1971.
^

Sugges t ed for Team
Team Teaching Modules III,

_Re so urces

.

,

:

^

.

51

dents can work and where they can
leave thei r work until they
have
finished 1 1

When thinking of flexibility in space,
Caudill has abandoned the
word and used four other words i
i n an effort to be more
precise.

They

are
1.

Expansible space— space that can allow for
ordered growth;

2.

Convertible space— space that can be economically
adapted to

program changes;
3.

Versatile space— space that serves many functions;

4.

Malleable space

space that can be changed at once and at will."^

Planned variability is the key phrase in thinking of space
for
team teaching.

However, much team teaching goes on in regular class-

rooms with teachers and pupils passing from room to room as
needed.

Even in these circumstances, which are quite common, opportunities
a-

bound for setting up rooms for different purposes, or recognizing that
some rooms lend themselves to uses needed in specific instructional situations.

(That is, this room, of the three, is quieter and can be used

by the more distractible children for math before lunch; this room is
the one nearest the resource center and should be used by the B group

while working on their projects; and so on.)

With perceptive teams,

even ordinary rectangular closed-in classrooms can become resources for

program.*
the team-taught instructional

*

-I2cy r ii q. Sargent.
"The Organization of Space," Team Teaching
Shaplin and Olds, eds., Op cit
pp. 217-221.
.

l-

^Ibid

.

,

.

in Sargent, p.

,

222.

*Gleaned from observation of teams in California, Colorado, New
Hampshire, and Hawaii by Barbara Fischer.

.

:
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Theoretically, although not spelled
out in the literature,
sheer
quantity of space does increase the
possibility of more alternatives.
And this flexibility can facilitate
instruction
Time:

Time is also considered a resource
to be used flexibly

in a team teaching arrangement.

Bair and Woodward indicate that
flexible

scheduling is characteristic of team
teaching practices because; "Team
teaching programs emphasize varying class
size and class lengths based
upon instructional objectives, context,
techniques, and pupil needs." 114
The self-contained classroom teacher
usually abides by recess
and lunch schedules which coordinate a
larger unit of the school.

He

assumes shared responsibility for these times
which provides him with

needed time away from children to take care of
professional and private
needs.

Time blocks between recesses and lunch are determined
by the

principal or a group of teachers.

Because teachers are not coordinating

their in-class activities, these schedules usually remain
inflexible for
an entire year.
On the other hand, the team unit is often large enough to provide
its own student supervision and share the load of responsibility among
its members.

This possibility allows the team to arrange a schedule,

which is suitable for its group of learners and the ongoing program.
Changes can be made in the schedule as often as is desirable.

The re-

sulting flexibility allows the variable of time to become a tool in instruction rather than an unyielding limitation.
Thus advocates of team teaching propose that this organiza^

enhances

114 Bair and Woodward.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

32.
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1.

Alternatives for grouping;

2.

Possibilities to fit the teaching role
specified by the requirements of the learners;

3.

Diversity in materials and equipment;

4.

Distinct uses of enlarged classroom space;

5.

Control over time.

These choices permit flexibility when they
are used to accommodate specific instructional needs of learners.

The potential is there; the in-

gredient which makes this flexibility effective
is the quality of the

decisions which team teachers make about the
variables they control.
This crucial aspect is discussed in the next section
which deals with
the problem-solving process in improving instruction.

c

*

Flexibility Through the Problem-Solving Process

:

The final

aspect of a rationale for team teaching to be considered is the improvement of instruction through flexibility and suitability achieved by the

problem-solving processes of the teaching team.
But what is the nature of the problem— solving undertaken by

teaching teams?
problem-solving.

The following pages describe several views of team

Shaplin and Goodlad indicate that teams must seek to

accomplish the same goals in the classroom that are sought in self-contained classrooms; teams have no leser responsibility.^"^
Bair and Woodward support the idea that team teaching is a prob-

lem-solving venture with comprehensive responsibilities when they advocate that;

"Team teachers must continue to move forward, seizing

l-^Shaplin.

October, 1969.

Ibid

.

,

p.

74.

Goodlad in a letter to Don Myers,
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opportunities to try new ideas and
rejecting, accepting, or
modifying
them in the light of their effect
upon pupils." 116 Anderson
and York
both warn that flexibility through
problem-solving is not a built-in
feature of the team teaching
organization, but rather it allows
this to
occur.
York says:
As a method of organizing for
instruction, team teaching is only a
1
pr lde a « rou P of professional
teachers with
°Y
“w of operation
f flexible mode
a
for diagnosing instructional needs,
designing teaching strategies and evaluating
learning for more
than one group of children. H7

Anderson also emphasizes the facilitating role
the team teaching organization plays in problem-solving when he states;
"Team teaching is not
in itself a methodology or a system for
instructing.

It is rather,

a

stimulant to the analysis of instruction and to the
development of needed technologies.

.

.

1 I

it should lead to the invention or development
of
O

useful strategies."
Does team teaching as its proponents claim promote problem-

solving more than other classroom organizations?
team teaching;

Goodlad asserts that

Forces those involved to make professional decisions

based on the full range of factors

— subject

matter, learner interest,

pupil characteristics, teacher competence, and so on, entering into the

learning-teaching process."

"Mb

119

Bair and Woodward.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

34.

H7l. Jean York.
Team Teaching

,

Prerequisites for Good Planning Sessions in
Team Teaching, p. 9.

l-^Anderson
119 Goodlad.
p.

12.

.

Teaching In a World of Change

.

Op.

cit

.

,

Cooperative Teaching in Educational Reform.

p.

105.
Op.

cit

.

,

.
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The task of matching pupils'
instructional needs with available

resources is emphasized by the proponents
of team teaching.

Because of

the greater number of alternatives
available to the team, consideration

and decision-making regarding this
"match" are required.

The self-con-

tained teacher must also practice this
strategy, but has limited resources to draw upon compared to the team
unit and less pressure to justify the use of the resources.

In departmentalization, each participating

teacher is a specialist and groups of children
must be scheduled "through"
each teacher.

This creates time, personnel allocation and
grouping lim-

its which are not characteristic of the team
teaching organization.

The considerations which a team must undertake in
order to utilize the available resources to the utmost benefit
to the learners are

described by Bair and Woodward; "The difficulty lies in
scheduling the
correct

teacher in the

ials, at the

'proper'

right'

space, with the

'most adequate'

mater-

time for the child or group of children 'who will

benefit most

d

G

Although many proponents of team teaching would not agree with

the order of the decisions listed above, there is consensus that these
are included in the decisions which teams must make.

The following is a

more comprehensive list of decision-making areas gleaned from the literature.
1.

In planning for instruction, a teaching team must determine:

Who

—which

adults and children in the team unit will be involved?

In what combinations and how many?
2.

What

—which

skills, attitudes, and concepts will be the objec-

tive(s) of the instruction?

120 Bair and Woodward.

Op

.

Why

cit

.

,

— clarification
p.

33.

of purpose for
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which the particular skills/content
are to be taught.

Hhere-will instruction take place

3.

in the team space, in the

school, in the community?

—which

4.

W ith what

5.

How— which

6.

When

materials and equipment would be
optimum?

activities and methods are the most
appropriate?

what segments of minutes, duration
of weeks, time in the

day will be best?
7

Co ntinuing evaluation and new plans
for instruction-should

*

changes be made in the instruction in
process?
tives achieved?

Were the objec

What should be taught next?

These decisions are made in an intellectual
structure, or overall plan, arrived at by team decision-making.
of goals

,

jpr 1 o r l_t_ies_ ,

This structure is composed

and an inventory of th e characteristics of the

teachers and the learners in the team.

Johnson and Hunt describe some

of these decisions in relation to one another;

Successful team teaching requires a certain specialization of each
team member and in interlocking understanding by each member of the
other's special competency.
Intimately related to this requirement
is the sub-division of tasks.
It is at this point that absolute
care must be taken to ensure through comprehensive planning, definition and redefinition, through the use of total team planning, scrutiny of aims and objectives, that a specific sub-division of tasks
is worked out and related to team teaching's specific aims. 121
This decision-making process takes time.

Johnson and Hunt point out

that in hierarchical teams which employ para-professionals and non-

professionals the relinquishing of non-professional chores should give
team teachers the time to work together in a manner which will produce

121

Johnson and Hunt.

Op

.

c it

.

,

p.

16.
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the results desired. 122

teams*

This advantage is also found
in the collegial

where there is supporting staff
assigned to the team unit.
Basic to decision-making in a
team situation are the advantages

which a greater number of alternatives
give in increased flexibility
for planning, carrying out and
evaluating instruction.

In discussing

this flexibility, Shaplin points
out that in game theory, a basic
concept in decision-making is that
each decision mode limits the scope
of

successive choices and decisions.

Because of this he maintains that,

the concept of flexibility changes
to another concept, that of the es-

^Ushment_of

L th*

iL

-

rigoro us priorities among choices with
a full kno, ledge

conseq uences which follow from alternative
strateRies

5

"12 3
.

Shaplin's observation highlights the rigor of
problem-solving required.
This aspect of the rationale further supports
the idea that team teach-

ing is an excellent vehicle for in-service and
pre-service education.
In summary, it is considered highly probable that
through the

constant process of identifying problems, seeking solutions,
and evalu-

ating outcomes in the team unit, teachers could develop skills
beyond
that which is possible in other classroom organizations.

These skills,

it is held, will directly influence the quality of instruction;

the re-

sultant program should be responsive and appropriate in promoting opti-

mum learning of the pupils for which it is responsible.

Team teaching

then is considered an organization which could improve instruction.
•^^ Ibid

.

t

p

.

24

.

*Two or more teachers with equal responsibility and authority who
form a team.
See pages 66-70 for a discussion of the collegial and hierarchical forms of team teaching organization.

^^Shaplin.
Op.

cit

.

,

p

.

74

.

"Toward A Theoretical Rationale for Team Teaching,"
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Chapter Summary

chapter III has arranged in an
organized fashion the many claims
for team teaching.
This examination of the rationales
of team teaching has consid-

ered two very broad and interrelated
justifications which dominate the

literature.

The two comprehensive categories were:

improved career op-

portunities for teachers and the improvement
of the quality of instruction through organizational flexibility.

Under each of these categories

several aspects of the rationale were grouped.

Considered under im-

proved career opportunities were the attraction,
retention and rewarding
of able teachers, in-service education,
pre-service education, and job

satisfaction.

Considered under the improvement of instruction
through

organizational flexibility were the control of managerial
factors, utilization of a broad base of resources, and the
problem-solving process.

Substantial verbal support for each of these categories was cited.
This bringing together of all the reasons why team teaching is

valued should be helpful to an understanding of the confusion in the
schools.

If organization and outcomes follow purposes, then an emphasis

on one aspect of the rationale would certainly produce very different

organizational patterns, procedures and outcomes.*

The diversity among

purposes has undoubtedly contributed to the difficulty in the development of

a

clear idea of team teaching as well as in determining the ben-

efits of the team teaching organization.

*Problems relevant to these relationships are explored in more
detail in Chapter IV.

.
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If all the aspects of the rationale
are to be included, the

comprehensiveness of claims for team teaching
raises serious questions.*
The authorities quoted do not
ascribe revolutionary results
from team

teaching as individual educators.

However, the sum total of claims
for

the team teaching organization are
overwhelming and certainly must con-

tribute to the confusion experienced by
readers of the team teaching

literature
An attempt to show some of the relationships
which exist between

ideas presented in Chapter II and those in
Chapter III is shown in

Figure

Here the development of team teaching is traced
through forces

1.

which promoted changes in the schools and resulted
in problems the school
had to face.

Among the results of these efforts was the team teaching

organization.
In the next chapter, the definitions and organizational
forms of

team teaching found in the literature are discussed.

*Shaplin jests that:
Claiming multiple goals of far reaching
implications and exclusive rights and capabilities to attain these goals,
often puts team teaching in the ridiculous position of trying to shoot
elephants with a pea shooter!
"Toward a Rationale of Team Teaching,"
!

Op.

cit

.

,

p

.
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CHAPTER

IV

AN EXAMINATION OF DEFINITIONS AND
ORGANIZATIONAL
FORMS OF TEAM TEACHING

This chapter will consider the definitions
and organizational
forms found in the literature of team
teaching and will examine any dif-

ferences or similarities between them.

An exploration of possibility of

identifying relationships between definitions,
forms of organization and
purposes of team teaching will follow.

Definitions of the Term "Team Teaching"

Several representative definitions, authored by educators
noted
for their interest in the development of team teaching,
have been se-

lected for analysis here.

The definition which was used throughout the

classic Shaplin and Olds book, Team Teaching, was, "Team teaching is a
type of organization, involving teaching personnel and the students as-

signed to them, in which two or more teachers are given responsibility,

working together, for all, or a significant part of the instruction of
the same group of students."

12A

This definition, published in 1964, is

"essentially a descriptive one, based upon similarities which exist among
the majority of projects called team teaching."

125

Goodlad's and Rehage’s definition insists that the following

conditions be included:

^^Shaplin and Olds.
l^Shaplin
Op.

cit

.

,

p

.

57.

.

Op

.

cit

.

,

pp.

15-18.

"Toward A Theoretical Rationale for Team Teaching,"

.

1

.

A hierarchy of personnel-team
leader, master teacher
auxiliary
teacher, teacher aide, intern teacher,
clerk and so forth;
,

2

.

3.

A delineation of staff function b
ased on differences in preparation, personal interests, and so
on, or the kinds of learning
activities planned;

Flexibility in grouping embracing all the
students under supervision of a team. 126

Goodlad and Rehage identified a collegial or
associate type of cooperative teaching as differentiated from a
hierarchical organization which
they label team teaching.

Trump and Miller define team teaching as:
An arrangement in which two or more teachers and
their assistants,
taking advantage of their respective competencies, plan,
instruct,
and evaluate in one or more subject areas a group of
elementary or
secondary students equivalent in size to two or more conventional
classes, using a variety of technical aids to teaching and learning
through large-group instruction, small-group discussion, and independent study. 127

Trump insists all these ingredients must be included or the organization
is not team teaching.

Dean and Witherspoon, in their definition of team teaching, stress
"the essential spirit of cooperative planning, constant collaboration,

close unity, unrestrained communication, and sincere sharing," rather

than details of structure and organization. 128

Anderson, in an attempt to clarify differences between team

teaching and cooperative teaching, states, "Team teaching is

a formal

126john I. Goodlad and Kenneth J. Rehage.
"Unscrambling the Vocabulary of School Organization," NEA Journal, Number 51, November 1962,
p.

321.

127hoyd J. Trump and Delmas F. Miller. Secondary School CurricBoston, Allyn 6 Bacon, 1968, p. 318
ulum Improvement
.

l^°Stuart E. Dean and Clinnette F. Witherspoon. Team Teaching in
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
the Elementary School
Office of Education, Education Brief No. 38, Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., January 1962, p. 4.
.

;

;
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type of cooperative staff
organization in which a group
of teachers accepts the responsibility for planning,
carrying out, and evaluating
an

educational program, or some major
portion of a program for an
aggregate
of pupils." 129 In this definition,
Anderson combines the broader
Shaplin
and Olds definition with the idea
of a formal type of organization
which
implies designated, assigned and static
roles.

Thus, to provide a comprehensive
view of the ideas to be included

m
1.

the definitions of team teaching,
a composite list can be organized:

Team teaching is a type of school
organization which involved
two or more teaching personnel (and in
some forms, clerical per-

sonnel) and the students assigned to them
(an aggregate or

equivalent of two or more conventional classes)
2.

The team can be a formal organization which has
a hierarchy of

personnel

team leader, master teacher, auxiliary teacher, teach-

er aide, intern teacher, clerk, and so forth (hierarchical).

It

can be a formal organization with two or more teachers sharing

equal responsibility and authority (collegial)
3.

This teaching group is given the responsibility and works to-

gether to perform all, or a significant part of, the instruction
of the same group of students.
4.

They plan, instruct, evaluate;

The teaching group:
a.

Takes advantage of their respective competencies; it delin-

eates staff functions based on differences in preparation, per-

sonal interests, or the kinds of learning activities planned;

129

A a
Anderson.

Op.

cit

.

,

p.

83.
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b.

Uses a variety of technieal aids
to teaching and learning

through large-group instruction,
small-group discussion,
and independent study;
c.

Is characterized by the essential
spirit of cooperative

Planning, constant collaboration, close
unity, unrestrained

communication, and sincere sharing;
d.

Provides flexibility in grouping embracing
all the students
under their supervision.

Seemingly, a total view of the team teaching
proposal has some-

thing for everyone.

However, for the purposes of this discussion,
it is

important to sort out the variety of characteristics
to see what implications each contributes to the development of the
team teaching concept.
The above listing of all aspects contained in
the reviewed definitions

demonstrates the many purposes proposed for team teaching.

Here can be

found the demand for career opportunities, grouping flexibility,
use of
a variety of technical aids to teaching, and so on, which
can be traced

to the diverse national and educational pressures for school
change

identified in Chapter II.

One distinction among the definitions appears

to be that some emphasize the prescription of what should happen once

the team is organized; others focus on structure and organization.

This listing should not be construed as an attempt to present
a

single team teaching definition.

Olds cautions that, "It is a drastic

over-simplification to try to reduce team teaching to some unitary concept

130

.

"

Certainly, however, putting into operation such an array of

^^Henry
Teaching

,

eds

.

F. Olds, Jr.
"A Taxonomy for Team Teaching," Team
Shaplin and Olds, Harper and Row, New York, 1964, pp. 99-100.

.
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requirements would be difficult and
is not proposed.

Yet the overview

fay explain some of the confusion
concerning team teaching which
can be
more easily understood when these
aspects are arranged so that
one may
view the quantity and diversity of
ideas incorporated in the idea.
A definition d erived from common elements
of the definitions

.

Basic elements common to four of the
five definitions presented are:
1.

Two or more teachers;

2.

Joint responsibility;

3.

Total or near total school learning;

4.

A common group of children.*

Thus, a derived definition reads, Team teaching
occurs when two or more

teachers have joint responsibilities for the total
or near total school

learning of

a

common group of children.

The above identification of basic elements of the definitions
is not meant to suggest that other organizational
arrangements do not

have merit.

It is intended to aid in the recognition of particular

characteristics that are associated with the term "team teaching" by
the scholars in the field.

Beyond this basic definition, authors seemed

to be concerned with more specific purposes for the team teaching organ-

ization, such as Trump’s "use of technical aides to teaching."

Organi-

zational patterns of team teaching are a basic ingredient of the definitions.

The next section of Chapter IV examines organizational patterns

of team teaching and the way in which different patterns fit into the

school unit organization.

*The resemblance to Shaplin and Olds’ definition is marked (p.
61).
Their definition was derived from a study of a large number of
proj ects
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Organizational Patterns

As was pointed out previously, many
organizational patterns are

labeled team teaching in the literature.

Heathers points to the confu-

sion when he states, "Describing team teaching
is made difficult by the
fact that educators disagree on the varieties
of organizational patterns
1

•

to include under the term."

Q

1

Two considerations will aid in limiting the
organizational pat-

terns to be discussed here as follows.

Because this work is concerned

with the elementary school, discussion will be limited
to organizational
patterns presented for that level.

The second consideration will be

the exclusion of patterns of organization which do not fit the
basic

definition of team teaching distilled from the foregoing analysis of
the several team teaching definitions.*

The Authority Structure of Team Organization

.

A dominant characteristic and a basic approach to noting differences between organizational patterns is the authority structure of the
team.

Cunningham, Ohm, and Lortie, among others, use authority structure

as a way of describing team organizational patterns.

13lGlen Heathers.
School

,

Op.

cit

.

,

p.

"School Organization,"

132

Patterns of

The Changing American

115.

*Following this consideration, a pattern of three teachers getting together to plan, teach and evaluate a unit in science for a group
of learners will not be considered in this discussion because it does
not include all or a major portion of the school program for those learners.

^2 (a)

"Team Teaching: Where Do We Stand?"
Luvern L. Cunningham.
(b) Robert E. Ohm.
Administrators' Notebook Volume VIII, 1960, p. 167.
"Toward a Rationale for Team Teaching," Administrator' s Notebook Volume
Team Teaching O p cit
pp. 2 79 —
(c) Lortie.
IX, March 1961, p. 291.
,

.

,

286

.

.

.

,
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organization proposed for the elementary
school level, and congruent
with the basic definition proposed,
are centered around two
basic authority structure possibilities.

One is a hierarchical authority

,,»

tore with a designated leader and the
possibility of other pre-arranged
roles in an order of responsibility.
There are important differentiations demarking the order in extrinsic
rewards such as pay, authority,

and prestige.
a uthority

legial.

The other form of organization is an
associate type of

structure which Lortie, using a sociological
term, calls colIn the latter, authority is shared and
differentiation of roles

is mutually arrived at and agreed upon.

Differences in salary are usu-

ally based upon years of service and number
of academic and workshop

credits earned by the individual.

The Hierarchical Team

.

An example of a hierarchical team structure can be seen
in

Figure

2.

The hierarchicax team organizational pattern requires a large

number of adults and children because of the differentiation of roles
and rewards it allows.

The large group makes it economically feasible

to divide the usual amount of money spent for full-time teachers differ-

ently; it allocates additional money for the team leader, and a less-

than-a-teacher 's salary for teacher and clerical aides.

In hierarchical

teams the role of each member is usually carefully defined.

The litera-

ture contains much evidence that the qualifications and responsibilities
of each member of the team is explicit; Fink, Bair and Woodward, Anderson,

.
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Figure

2

A Hierarchical Team 133

133

tion

This is the Lexington Team Teaching Project Model of organizaOp. cit
Bair and Woodward.
p. 68.
.

,
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Brownell and Taylor were early
proponents of this specificity. 1 ^
More
recently, the "Differentiated
Staff Movement" has been
concerned with
a teacher

hierarchy patterned according to
teacher abilities and respon

sibilities and has emphasized
differentiated pay. 135
As was mentioned earlier, the
hierarchical team with its empha-

sis on differentiated roles and
rewards fits the historical thrust
for

improved career opportunities for
teachers.

It also encorporates the

press for expanded resources for the
learner in the classroom.
The Collegial Team

.

The collegial, or associative type of
team, has an equal-authority

structure (Figure 3).

Roles, if differentiated, are determined
by the

particular qualifications and desires of the
teachers involved and the
requirements of the teacher and teaming situation.

Some collegial teams

choose a team leader, others never designate a
leader.
a

In some schools

team leader is appointed by an administrator, but the
leader is usually

thought of as a coordinator of the team rather than
a supervisor or de-

cision-maker.

Olds concludes that since the associate type of team

teaching has no designated leadership, it is therefore, "generally

1

O/

For detailed descriptions, see:
(a) David Fink.
"Selection
and Training of Teachers for Teams," The National Elementary School Prin cipal PP- 55-59.
(b) Bair and Woodward.
Op. cit
(c)
pp. 66-82.
Robert H. Anderson.
The Organization and Administration of Team Teaching, Op
cit
(d) John A. Brownell and Harris
pp. 192-201.
Taylor.
Op- cit
151
and
in
reports
to the Ford Foundation.
p.
(e) L. Jean
York.
The Roles of the Professional and Para-Professional Personnel in
Team Teaching
Team Teaching Module II, Leslie Press, Dallas, 1971,
pp. 9-12.
>

.

.

.

.

,

,

,

,

,

1 3S

An example of this is Temple City's plan.
New Careers in
Teaching: Differentiated Staffin g.
English, Fenwick, Education Professions Development Act Pamphlet Temple City, California.
,

.
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smaller In order to be manageable." 136

However, in practice, it is
not

unusual to find collegial teams of
four and sometimes five and
six
teachers
In distinguishing the two basic
types of team organizational

patterns, it is important to note that
role differentiation is possible
within each pattern; however, the
conditions which achieve differentiation vary.

In the hierarchical team roles are
pre-determined.

Basic

responsibility for the educational programs
as carried out by the team
rests with the team leader.

In the collegial team differentiation
of

roles is mutually arrived at.

Responsibility for the program is shared

equally by the team members.

Decision-making then, may take a different

form in the two patterns of organization.

The Master Teacher-Beginning
Teacher Organizational Pattern

It is appropriate to consider the master teacher-beginning teach-

er type of organizational pattern in this discussion.

One of the impor-

tant justifications for team teaching is the ease and effectiveness of

responsibility.*
pre-service education and many teams have assumed this

*

In the hierarchical model of organization used at Lexington (see Figure
1)

interns, student teachers with prescribed qualifications, are a part

of the team pattern.

Henry
*See page
teaching.

F.

Olds.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

100.

37 for a discussion of pre-service education and team
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Figure

3

A Collegial Team*

*This model was in operation at the University Elementary School,
UCLA, 1963-1971.
In addition, at this lab school, there have been a
number of two-teacher/50 children teams and several attempts at fourIt is interesting to note that each of these
teacher/100 children teams.
larger teams re-formed into two-teacher/50 children teams around the middle of the school year or earlier.

,
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Cunningham assigns the master teacher-beginning
teacher arrangement to a separate category,

but Olds’ disagrees, pointing
out that

this pattern is found in both the collegial
and hierarchical team pat-

terns.

It is questionable whether it can be
considered a team pattern

if a one teacher/one class is changed to
one teacher/one intem/one

class because the characteristic of an
aggregate of pupils included in
the definition begin used is missing.

Therefore, this pattern is prob-

ably best considered as a part of the hierarchical
or collegial team,
not as a separate category.

Team Teaching Organization
in the School Organization

In a discussion of patterns of team teaching organization the

arrangements within the total school organization should be made clear.
Each team organizational pattern is a small administrative and instruc-

tional unit within the school.

Figures

4

and

5

are two diagrams which

show how a team of teachers and pupils might appear in an elementary
school:

Figure 4 teams in a graded school organization, Figure

5

teams

in a non-graded school organization.

Figure

6

is an example of an elementary school with approxi-

mately five hundred pupils utilizing an hierarchical team teaching organizational pattern throughout.
Figure

7

presents an example of a non-graded elementary school

of approximately five hundred pupils in which a collegial team teaching

organizational pattern is used throughout.

137

Cunningham.

Op

.

cit

.

p.

173.
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Hierarchical or Collegial Teams
in the Elementary School

Figure

4

Graded Team

Grade

1

2

3

4

5

6

Class
(25)

T

T

E

E

A

A

M

M

Class
(25)

Class
(25)

3rd grade team
5th grade team

Figure

5

Three Non-Graded Teams

Ages

6

8

7

10

9

11

TEAM
T

E

A

M
T

E

A

M

"

,
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Figure

6

School-Wide Organization Adapted From the
Lexington Team Modell38
(hierarchical - non-graded)

P

TL
ST
T

—
—
—
—

Principal

IA

Team Leader

CA

Senior Teacher

I

—
—
—

Teacher Assistant Aide
Clerical Aide

Intern

Teacher

138

Teaching,

"The Organization and Administration of Team
Anderson.
p. 195.
Team Teaching Op. cit
,

.

.

)
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Figure

7

University Elementary School
University of California, Los Angeles

Instructional Organization
1969-1970

AGES
13

TEAM
12

V

9.012.8

years
2T/
52

ch

TEAM
W

Upper Elementary Unit

11

9.012.2
years

10

Middle Elementary

3T /
75 ch.

Unit
9

8

TEAM
I

Lower Elementary Unit

7

5.47.10
years

6

TEAMS
T-O-X

3T/
65 ch.

T = Teachers

3.96.0
years

Ch = Children

(numbers of children and
teachers are approximate,
but typical of the UES
Teams

3

Early Chilhood Unit

Teams/

125 ch.

Some years there
The over-all school organization changes each year.
years
other
more
and
smaller
teams.
are fewer, larger teams,

Adapted from the explanatory material received by visitors to
the University Elementary School, UCLA, 1969-1970.
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Chapter Summary

In Chapter IV, several representative
definitions were presented

and their features were listed.

This listing gave an inclusive
view of

the ideas to be found in the definitions
of team teaching.

The quantity

and diversity shown in the listing may be
seen as one cause for the con-

fusion about team teaching.

It was shown that the political-historical

and educational pressures for school change
discussed in Chapter II were

represented in features such as "grouping flexibility"
(learner differences)

,

"use of a variety of technological aids to teaching"
(learner

differences, technology), "hierarchical staffing" (career
opportunities).
This listing permitted an examination of the differences
as well as the

similarities of the definitions.

One distinction among the definitions

was that some emphasize the prescription of what should happen once
a

team is organized; others focus on structure and organization.

possible to derive
in common.

a

It was

definition from features which the definitions had

This was; "team teaching occurs when two or more teachers

share responsibilities for the total, or near total learning of a common
group of children."

The primary emphasis in the common features of the

definitions was organizational.
The examination of organizational forms found in team teaching

was limited to those found at the elementary school level and which fit
the basic definition of team teaching.

Two basic organizational patterns

emerged from an analysis of the authority structure found in them.

The

hierarchical team (with its emphasis on designated and differentiated
roles and rewards) and the collegial team (with emphasis on equal respon-

sibility and role differentiation) were described and diagrammed.

It was
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shown that the hierarchical team is usually larger.

These organization-

al patterns were placed in total school
organizational contexts; both

the collegial and the hierarchical teams were
found to be compatible

with the graded and non-graded school organizational
patterns.
In order to clarify the meanings of the term team
teaching, the

various definitions and organizational forms will be set out
and organized.
It has been established in Chapter I that there is considerable

confusion among schoolmen and laymen as to the meaning of the term team
teaching.

In Chapter III, the comprehensive rationales of team teaching

were arranged in such a manner that they could be examined in relationship and in some detail, adding to the understanding of team teaching.
It should be helpful to "see" the whole elephant.

The primary emphasis

in the common features of the definitions was organizational.

Two basic

organizational patterns of teams were viewed from the authority structure
found in them.

The hierarchical and collegial team organizations were

discussed in relation to size, role definition and total school organization.

CHAPTER

V

AN EXAMINATION OF THE RESEARCH ON TEAM
TEACHING

Chapter V is concerned with experimental and
descriptive research regarding team teaching.

The most comprehensive analysis of re-

search on team teaching up to 1963 was done by Glen
Heathers

.

He

examined the "considerable number of major projects"
conducted from
1958 to 1963.

Each of these projects included provisions for obtain-

ing research data on the outcomes of team teaching.

A brief discussion

based upon Heather’s reports of the areas researched and their
findings
follows highlighting the important research of this period.

Research

carried out from 1963 to 1971 will be discussed more fully in the final
pages of this chapter.
Each study included in the examination of the research will be

briefly reviewed and its strengths, problems and general conclusions
reported.

Following these reviews, general and specific findings of

the studies will be organized so that the effects of team teaching on

the student, the teacher, curriculum and instruction, and organization
can be highlighted.

A summary of the research from 1958 to the present

will conclude the chapter.

1 °9

Team Teaching Op cit
Glen Heathers.
pp. 306-344 and
"Research on Implementing and Evaluating Cooperative Teaching," The
National Elementary Principal Volume XLIV, Number 3, January 1965,
pp. 27-33.
,

,

.

.

,

,
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Research on Team Teaching From 1958-1963
Heathers finds two basic problems with
the studies of team teaching carried out during this period.

First, he states that; "The develop-

ment of team teaching, in common with the
development of any innovation

m

educational practice, should proceed through
four interrelated phases:

design, implementation, evaluation, and
dissemination." 140

After an ex-

amination of the research in team teaching, he
concludes that the development of team teaching is being impeded by a
general failure to apply

appropriate research strategies within each of the four
stages.
The second conclusion from Heathers’ analysis is that
adequate

appraisal of most of these studies cannot be made because; "Only
a few
reports present specific findings, and these do not give sufficient
details about research methods.

...

The only research reports worthy

of the name are accounts of evaluation studies dealing with certain outcomes of team teaching."

141

The outcomes which are considered in these evaluation studies are

categorized by Heathers as follows:

pupil achievement, pupil adjustment,

parent’s attitudes, teachers' attitudes, and team teaching as a catalyst
f
for
change.
.

142

Outcomes Related to the Students, Parents, Teachers and Change

.

Concerning student achievement with team teaching, Heathers concludes that; "The usual finding in studies of pupil achievement is that

l^^Glen Heathers.
Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

"Research on Team Teaching,"

Team Teaching

306.

141 Ibid.

,

p.

323.

l^Glen Heathers. "Research on Implementing and Evaluating Cooperative Teaching," Op cit
pp. 30-32.
.

.

,

.

.
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scores on standardized tests are about
the same with cooperative
teaching (team teaching as defined in
this paper) as with the
self-contained
classroom.
In comparing team teaching projects
with the self-contained

classroom, conventional nationally standardized
tests are used.

These

chiefly measure pupils' knowledge of tool
skills, terms, and information.
They do not adequately measure problem-solving
thinking and understand-

ing of theory, two areas of cognitive growth
which have been of particular concern to educators for the past two
decades.

Student adjustment under team teaching, as measured
by research

studies from 1958-1963 is not significantly different
from self-contained
classrooms.

Measures used were attitudes pupils expressed as gathered

in questionnaires and in standard adjustment inventories.

Heathers men-

tions only one report which gives attention to any problem
group so that

there is no support for the idea that the team teaching organization
might differently affect youngsters with varying abilities or those with

adjustment problems.
Parents' attitudes about team teaching were obtained through at-

titude questionnaires, and on rare occasion, through interviews.

Almost

two-thirds of the parents' reactions were favorable to the team teaching

organization for their children in the several reports Heathers discusses

144

Studies about teachers' attitudes regarding the team teaching or-

ganization are few in number.
-^-^

Ibid

.

p

,

l^Norwalk
ing,"

Op

.

cit

.

,

.

In addition, the studies are,

30

San Jose, Oceano
pp. 333-335.
,

in Heathers'

Heathers,

"Research on Team Teach-

.

.
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opinion, of a "superficial nature."

Important data regarding signifi-

cant characteristics of teachers were
not gathered.

Because the teachers

who participated in the team projects
were usually volunteers, the generally favorable reaction to the participation
is not surprising.

Many

of the claims of advantages for teachers
in team teaching had not, at

the end of 1963, been substantiated in
research.

Team teaching as a catalyst for change is one of
the greatest
benefits of this organization, according to the
leaders of some team

teaching projects.

In relation to this aspect Heathers notes; "A
weak-

ness in the research conducted in these projects is
that they are not

designed to measure separately the contributions to instruction
made by
.

.

.

new program features
The role of team teaching as a facilitator of changes in curric-

ulum, instructional equipment, and teaching method was not demonstrated
up to 1963.
In general,

very little research of this period could be con-

sidered good examples of experimental or descriptive research.

In addi-

tion, Heathers admits that:

Results of the evaluations reported in the literature might lead a
reasonable man to conclude that team teaching does no harm and little
good.
Such a conclusion would be unfortunate since team teaching
plans have not yet been developed and implemented to a point where
one can even estimate their potential contributions to education, 1^6

^^ Ibid
146

Ibid

.

t

p

.

,

p.

.

342

343.
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Research In Team Teaching From 1963 to
the Present
An analysis of studies of team teaching
from 1963 to the present

yields some of the same conclusions as the
earlier period.

That is, the

focus of most of these studies was on
outcomes or the evaluation stage
in the development of team teaching.

Studies related to design and dis-

semination stages of team teaching are not found.

The analysis here

will include selected studies* whose data will be
organized around, the
outcomes of team teaching.
For the purposes of this study, the outcomes of
team teaching

will be viewed as the measured effects on:
1.

Students,

2.

Teachers,

3.

Curriculum and instruction.

The Selected Studies

.

The following studies are concerned with the elementary school

with team teaching as a main focus

,

or with school organization which

includes data on team teaching.

A brief description and analysis of these studies follows:
The Lambert Study is a detailed experimental two-year study which

compared team taught and self-contained classrooms in relation to some
specific outcomes.

147

The pupils were randomly assigned to team and

*Some studies were excluded because of serious methodological
shortcomings such as questionnaires that were not standardized, inclusion of data from unrepresentative samples, the inclusion of personal
opinions where validity was in no way established, and the lack of comparison groups.
1^/p. Lambert, W. L. Goodwin, R. F. Roberts, and W. Wiersma.
"A
Comparison of Pupil Achievement in Team and Self-Contained Organizations,"
The Journal of Experimental Education Volume XXXIII, 1965, pp. 217-224.
,

:
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self-contained settings.
significant.

148

Joyce and Heathers consider this
study to be

However, the features of the team
teaching and the

self-contained classroom plans employed are
not specified nor are there
measures of how these features were implemented
during the study. 149
Of particular interest is the use of
Flander’s Interaction Analysis as
a way of looking at instruction.

Group achievement, personality

and

sociometric tests, questionnaires, records of
attendance, and classroom
observations were used in gathering data.
The general findings indicated that achievement
differences did
not consistently favor either the team teaching or
the self-contained

classroom organizations.

There were no significant differences between

the two organizations on absenteeism, disciplinary problems
or classroom

social structure.
The Dundee Study is a comprehensive descriptive two-year study
of a school which was specifically constructed and staffed for team
It was concerned with the following areas 18 ^

teaching.
1.

Organization and administration,

2

.

The content of the curriculum and the methods of instruction,

3

.

The social relationships obtained in the school environment,

4

.

Pupil achievement.

Observations, interviews, questionnaires, and recordings were the chief
means of obtaining the data.

Comparisons made in social relationships

and pupil achievement were done with two other district schools which

148j 0 yce.
Heathers.
"Staff Utilization," Op cit
p. 323
"Research on Implementing and Evaluating Cooperative Teaching," Op. cit
.

p.

30

.

.

•^^Heathers
1

-^Dundee.

.

Ibid
Op.

.

cit

.

.

,

;

.
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were organized into self-contained
classroom units.

The small number
of children involved (Dundee,
under five hundred; Dundee
schools, around
eight hundred) and the fact that
the children were not randomly
assigned
to the two types of classroom
organizations weakens the credibility
of

any comparison data.

However, the observations of the
investigating

team of the classrooms, team meetings,
and informal teacher sessions
added to formal interviews and informal
chats have provided valuable insights into the problems and processes of
team teaching.

These appear

to be valid when checked against outcomes
of other studies and against

the writer's experience.

One serious problem of the project was the lack
of explicit ob-

jectives for team teaching at Dundee.

There was a firm conviction that

team teaching would improve instruction, but no clear
notions of how instruction should be improved.

This is reflected in the very different

grouping practices and instructional procedures used by the teams
discussed in the study.

This is a weakness of the project, however, the

investigators did not report it in the study.
The major findings of the Dundee Study were:
1.

The degree of success of a school program depends upon clearly

defined responsibilities; Dundee would have benefited from an
early statement of well-defined duties and responsibilities;
2.

Team organization, by itself, does not furnish ideas about curriculum.

Team teaching had the effect of considerably extend-

ing the detail and precision of subject matter teaching; it did
not produce greater depth in the conception of subject matter;
3

.

Teams set "group norms" to which members adhere and this results
in a kind of team style in instruction;
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4.

Scores on standardized achievement
tests are neither increased
or decreased by the team teaching
plan of organization;

5.

Team taught pupil responses center on
social aspects of school
life and give less work-oriented
responses than control students.

They also report more friendships outside
of school.
The Smith Study is a descriptive study of
the first year of the

newly-constructed and staffed Kensington school
designed for individualized learning.

Team teaching was the classroom organization used.

The

study described the events that make up the
beginning of an innovative
\

school, organized around theoretical constructs
developed by the observers.

Of importance was the attempt to carry out the objective
of indi-

vidualized instruction with an appropriate building design.

In this

respect the project is like the Dundee Project which was housed
in a

building especially designed for team teaching.

However, the Dundee

School focussed on team teaching exclusively whereas the Kensington

School had multiple goals which intended to transform the school in several areas:

curriculum, "The faculty is the curriculum;"

"Individualize, humanize, dramatize, socialize;"
and the school year was to be individualized;

methods,

time, the school day

student ages, from two

year-olds on should be involved in the school; personnel, "Teachers are
to become learning consultants."'*'^^

The Smith study is a complex one; in an attempt to deal with

multiple dimensions of the school it charts

151;Louis Smith and Pat M.

dozens of abstractions

Keith.
Social Psychological Aspects of
School Building Design Final Report.
Project No. S-223, Bureau of Research,
"As the study developed, the title reflected
U.S. Office of Education, 1967.
Our problems of staff /peer groups, administrative
only a part of the story.
decision-making and educational innovation remained significant." p. 9.
,
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drawn from the realities of the situation.

This feature permits rela-

tionships between dimensions to be seen more clearly.

The observers

were highly qualified, were accepted by the school,
and made an impressive number of observations and recordings.

The theoretical constructs

developed for the study seem to be useful in organizing the
data.
The study appears to be a helpful one in several ways.

Like

the Dundee study, it shows the problems and procedures in
innovating.

Further, the relationship of personnel arrangements to other innovations
is

featured.

Some of the findings pertaining to team teaching are as

follows
1.

Organizational change carries heavy demands.

Resources must be

budgeted or the change will not succeed;
2.

Heavy demands result in staff fatigue and frustration over perceived inadequacies in carrying out the accepted tasks;

3.

The teaming context (teams from two to eight members) produced

faculty struggles for power which prevented the organization

from achieving the group’s goals.
The Shaplin Study describes the team teaching program of the

Stanton school during two and a half years of operation.

152

A short

descriptive study which narrates the events during the observation period, its chief assest is the experience and knowledge of Mr. Shaplin, the

observer.

Unlike the Smith study, Mr. Shaplin does not create a theor-

etical structure within which to view the problems or the process.

Neither does he give specific outcomes arrived at through research

"Functions and Disfunctions of An Elementary School Team." Unpublished paper presented at the Conference, New
Directions in Team Organization, Washington University Campus, March,
1968.
152 Judson j. shaplin.
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instruments as in the Dundee study.

He draws conclusions which, com-

bined with the frank description of details
of the situation, give

a

feeling of authenticity about a school attempting
to implement team
teaching.

Shaplin concludes that the disastrous beginnings
of team teaching at Stanton School were caused by the last
minute notice of an ad-

ministration inspired organizational change, misunderstandings
of the
concept of team teaching and personality and professional
conflicts.
The M eyer and Cohen Study is a study of teachers in teams com-

pared to teachers of self-contained classrooms to ascertain the influence of peer interaction on job satisfaction, a sense of control over

work, and job performance.

terested in education.

The investigators are sociologists in-

They seem to be pursuing some of the questions

Lortie asks about teachers and team teaching mentioned in Chapter IV.

Questionnaires were administered to one hundred and ten teachers from
nine open elementary schools and one hundred and twenty teachers from
eight traditional elementary schools.

Throughout the study the re-

searchers refer to the open-space school; the terminology is confusing.
The study actually compares teachers in teams with teachers in self-

contained classrooms.

The teachers in these open-spaced schools were

required to team

*

teach.*

The teams were collegial.

It is important to

^^John Meyer and Elizabeth Cohen. "The Impact of the OpenSpaced School Upon Teacher Influence and Autonomy: The Effects of An
Organizational Innovation." School of Education, Stanford University,
California, November, 1970.
1-^Lortie.

Op.

cit

.

*There are many "self-contained" classrooms to be found in openspaced schools and many teams to be found in conventional buildings.

:
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note that teachers were not randomly assigned to the
two types of
schools.

Another weakness is the lack of any information
about the size

of teams.

Comparing teacher attitudes in relation to team size
would

have been helpful information.

Major findings of the Meyer and Cohen study are as follows:
Open school teachers (team teachers) report
1.

much more interaction especially in formal group meetings;

2.

a stronger feeling of power which extends throughout the entire

school
3.

a greater degree of legitimization of colleague evaluation; and

4.

greater job satisfaction.
The Larkin Study is the work of another sociologist interested

in education.

This study of 1,750 students in thirteen schools in

five school districts was concerned with determining the influences of
the school and community on children's attitudes.

Four attitudes were

measured
1.

Self esteem;

2.

School orientation;

3.

Independence from peers;

4.

Independence from family authority.
Questionnaires were used for gathering information about attitudes.

Differences in attitudes were compared for the caucasion, black, and
Spanish sur-name groups in the study population.

Of particular interest

to this study of team teaching are the findings of comparison of school

155 Ralph Wild Larkin.
"The Effects of Neighborhood and Organizational Contexts and Peer Group Structure and Attitudes oi Preadolcs
Angeles,
cents," unpublished dissertation, University of California, Los
1970.
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group size in relation to school orientation,
teacher leadership behavior, peer group structures, and self-esteem.

There is no recognition

in the Larkin study that teaming is a very
new classroom organization

compared to the self-contained organization.
The preadolescent period received little attention
in research
and in the literature for the past twenty
years.

Larkin.

This is a problem for

He bases many of his conclusions on the exchange
theory of in-

teraction, which, in lieu of more recent data, provides
a reasonable
and helpful reference point.
answers.

The study raises more questions than it

For example, in the thrust to make children independent, are

schools overlooking important developmental needs for dependence?

Only

implications for team teaching are included in the discussion of the
study.
1.

Larkin found that:
Children in self-contained classrooms are much happier about
their school experiences than children in team teaching situations

2.

;

Changing the structure of the classroom does change the roles
of the teachers and the students, though not in the ways desired:

3.

The more the organizational structure deviates from the self-

contained classroom the lower the task orientation and expressive orientation of the teachers.
The Lapossa Study compared the decision-making behavior and the

decisions of teachers under two conditions

"A Comparative Study of Team Teaching and
l possa.
^-^Barbara
Individual Decision-making," Stanford Center for Research and Developmen
A paper presented at the 1970
in Teaching, Stanford, California, 1969.
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association.
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1.

Group problem-solving, and

2.

Individual problem-solving.

One advantage a team is supposed to have
is greater insight than an in-

dividual teacher into the needs and problems
of students resulting in
an improved instructional program.

The Lapossa study compared existing

teams of teachers and ad hoc teams (formed with
teachers from teams as

well as self-contained classrooms) with individuals'
performance.

The

effects of leadership were studied, both hierarchical and
collegial
teams were included and the data on their decisions and
decision-making

behavior was compared.
Unlike most studies of group behavior, Lapossa used professionally based problems for problem-solving.

Teachers worked on problems

that they faced in the classroom whether in teams or alone.

Results of

the data analysis:
1.

No "significant main effects" were found to support the hypothe-

sis that groups would make better decisions than individuals;

however, the differences found were in the predicted direction;
2.

When groups were compared to individuals on the quality of additional courses of action suggested, no significant main effects

were found.
3.

However, groups scored higher than individuals;

The data showed no significant differences between teams and ad

hoc groups of self-contained classroom teachers on decision
quality or behavior;
4.

Teams were more "rational" i.e., actual rank orderings corres-

ponded more closely to expected rank orderings than did those
of ad hoc groups.

:
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Comparing size of teams (three to five
members) the following data was
obtained
1.

"Solidarity" decreased as group size increased;
"Agreement with

Others" decreased as the size of the group
increased;
2.

There was a sharp rise in "Disagreeing Behavior"
as the size
of the group increased and "Group Shows Tension"
also increased
as the group size increased.

Comparing leadership differences, no significant differences
were found
on decision behavior or quality of decisions.
1.

Trends noted were:

Teams without leaders* tended to think of more consequences for

alternative teacher behaviors;
2.

Teams without leaders tended to be more "rational," (decisions

better justified as determined by the investigators); and
3.

The decisions of teams without leaders tended to correlate better

with those of the total group of experts.
The Molnar Study gathered and interpreted data concerning teacher interaction during team meetings

interaction were:

.

Two major concerns regarding

Do teams show different distributions of participa-

tion and influence within the team, and do participation rates of teachers within a team predict their feelings of influence and autonomy?

Observation was the chief means of obtaining information; questionnaires provided additional data which were compared with the
*Without leaders indicates that the team was not hierarchical,
leader
was assigned by the administration.
that no

"Interaction and Influence in Teaching Teams."
^-^Sheila Molnar.
Paper
University, Stanford, California.
Stanford
School of Education,
presented at the American Educational Research Association Meeting, New
York, February 1971.
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observational data.

Each of seventeen teams was observed six
times,

during six different team planning times.
This type of study adds insight to the particular
nature of team

decision-making as it differs from other types of groups
studied.
ing teams handled a large number and variety of tasks.

"Teach-

This means there

is opportunity for different individuals to receive
positive evaluation

for different tasks. 158

Missing in this study is information about

hierarchical teams and collegial teams.

Conversation with the researcher

revealed that they were collegial teams, but nowhere in the study is
this stated.

Knowledge of the organizational structure of the teams

gives valuable insight into the relative satisfactions gained by teachers
in teams of different authority structures.

The findings of the study were as follows:
1.

Among the seventeen teams studied, six were "balanced" in partic-

ipation and influence.

Further, teachers on balanced teams were

more likely to feel influential and autonomous than on the unbal-

anced teams
2.

In unbalanced teams, high participators are likely to feel more

influential and autonomous than low participators;
3.

Balanced teams, in observations of over one hundred planning
meetings, were not less effective than unbalanced teams.
The Myers Study is concerned with the content of team meetings

159

Five teams (three to five members) were observed over a period of two

-*-58

lbid

.

,

p.

-*-^^Donald A.

4.

Myers.

Administ rational Quarterly

,

"An Analysis of Team Meetings," Educational
Spring, 1971, and discussions with Don Myers.

:

;
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months, approximately eight times each.
from one and a half to four years.

The teams range in experience

Responses were recorded in eight

categories
1.

Overall objectives;

2.

More immediate objectives;

3.

Students per se (all aspects of students except their
placement
and organization)

4.

Placement and organization of students;

5.

Daily plans;

6.

Teaching;

7.

Evaluation;

8.

Mechanics.

Although the sample of teams is small, this study has value in
its attempt to categorize what teams do discuss in team meetings.

categories seemed to fit the situations observed.

The

The time spent by the

teams on various content gives an indication of problem-solving priorities.

While a comparison of the more experienced teams with the less experienced
ones would have been useful, it is missing from the study.

The major conclusion from the Myers study is that there does not

appear to be any "natural" grouping in the way teams spend their planning
time, except that all teams spent less than ten percent of their time

discussing more immediate objectives and less than five percent discussing
evaluation.

Discussion of the Research Findings

.

The general findings of the research with selected specific findings will be arranged according to the effects of team teaching on the
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pupils, the teachers, and curriculum and
instruction.

This should pro-

vide insights or what research says about the
current state of team

teaching in relation to the above areas.
It should be noted that the focus of the
research done during

the period is still at the evaluation stage.

In Chapter VII, the design,

implementation, and dissemination stages will be discussed in
relation
to problems in the development of team teaching.

Effects on pupils

There are findings concerning pupil adjust-

.

ment and attitudes from the Dundee and the Larkin studies which
deserve

attention.

The Dundee study reported that students in the team teach-

ing school focussed more on the social aspects of school life and were
less work-oriented than the control students.

At the same time, these

same students reported that a greater proportion of their peer friendships were formed outside of school compared to the control students. 160
This is unusual since other research has shown that the school is the

primary place for a preadolescent child to select

friends.'*’

6

'*'

The ex-

planation may lie in the finding (Dundee) that for a pupil exposed to
team teaching, there was an increased number of adults and peers with

whom students might interact but that there was
tact with these adults and peers.

'*'

60

Dundee.

Op.

cit

.

,

pp.

'*'

a shorter period of con-

6^

297-298.

"Factors Influencing Selection of Associates,"
Segoe.
161^ay
Volume 27, 1939, pp. 32-40. John J.
Research
Journal of Educational
Related to Intelligence, PropinChildren
of
Status
"Social
Gallagher.
School Journal Volume 59,
Elementary
quity, and Social Perception."
1958, pp. 225-231.
,

,

'^Dundee.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

347.
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The Larkin study found that children
in the self-contained

classrooms were happier than those in the
team teaching situations. 163

Larkin also found that class size is a
very powerful influence on the
type of classroom structure which emerges;
the greater the number of

children

m

structure.

the class, the more cohesive and centralized
the peer group

The more cohesive and centralized the peer
group, the lower

the self-esteem of individuals tends to be. 164

The Dundee study did not

find that the team teaching arrangement resulted
in a discemable pattern
of attitudes toward peer relationship or toward
school.

Pupils taught by

teams were lower in personal adjustment than pupils in
self-contained

classrooms during the first year of the Lambert study. 165
The above findings question the idea that there is a positive
impact of the organization of team teaching on pupils' school adjustment
and attitudes toward themselves, their peers, and school.

If this or-

ganization has a neutral or negative influence, how much is this due to
the relative newness of the pattern and the inexperience of teachers in

teaming activities as compared to the accumulated knowledge of years of

experience in self-contained classroom management procedures?

problem of group size

— considering

Is it a

the very large groups of children

which are characteristic of the teams found in most of the studies?

Would small teams of teachers and pupils generate these results?
Effects on curriculum and instruction

.

What are the effects of

the team teaching organization on curriculum and instruction?

^Larkin.
1 64 Ibid.

,

Op
pp.
.

cit

.

.

p.

,

145.

145, 208, 75-76.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

217.

Data from

;

.
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standardized achievement tests Indicates
that team teaching does not re
suit in consistantly significant higher
or lower (Dundee, Lambert) 166

scores
One effect of team teaching on the
process of instruction which

was found in both the Dundee and Lambert
studies was an increased emphasis on classroom control. 167

The Lambert study also found that team

teachers asked fewer questions, tended to
criticize children's behavior,
and justified their authority more than
teachers in self-contained classrooms.

Larkin also found the teachers' leadership style
changed in the

organizational context.

Teachers in classroom organizations which

differed from the self-contained organization were lower
in task and
expressive orientation and they were higher in authority
orientation.
Larkin's findings concurred with those of Dundee and Lambert.

Regarding instruction it is also of interest to find that:
1.

There was a greater variety of instructional materials used by

teaching teams (Dundee)
2.

In balanced teams, teachers felt they influenced other team mem-

bers (Molnar)
3.

16 ^

17 ^*
;

Teams set "group norms" to which members of teams adhere enabling

observers to identify a team style of instruction (Dundee); 171
4.

Exposure in a team setting to one another's values, ideas, and

practices results in a higher degree of expression of professional

-l-^Dundee Study.

167

Dundee Study.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

297;

Lambert.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

222.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

298;

Lambert.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

218.

151-152.

*-^Larkin.

Op
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cit

.

,

pp.

l^Dundee.

Op

.

cit
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,

p.

173.

l^Molnar.

Op
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,
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199.

^Dundee.
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norms than that which is usually the
care in self-contained

classrooms

172

Taken together, these findings might
be interpreted to mean that

team teaching can be an effective in-service
educational setting; teachers can and do influence one another and
are more likely to aspire to

higher professional levels.
In relation to curriculum, the Dundee
study concluded that the

team organization does not furnish ideas
about curriculum.

In addi-

tion, it was found that team teaching had the
effect of "considerably

extending detail and possibly precision of subject
matter teaching.

It

did not produce greater depth in the conception of
173
subject matter."

The team organization, it would seem, does not generate
significant curriculum development.

If the performance desired is higher than

that of the most able team member, ideas must be imported from
the out-

side of the team.

Effects on the teacher

The research reviewed shows disparate

.

findings regarding teacher satisfaction in team teaching.

Shaplin

175

Smith

17Zt

and

describe staff fatigue and frustration which resulted in high

turnover.

The Meyer and Cohen study

176

reports that teachers in teams

express almost double the job satisfaction that teachers in self-contained

classrooms express.

172 Ibid
~*~

23

17

Ibid

.

,

pp.

.

,

p

^Smith.

173

Shaplin.

.

Op

315-316.
139
.

Op

.

cit
.

.

cit

176jfeyer and Cohen.

160.

p.

,

.

,

Op

p.

.

22.

cit
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,

p.

110.
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The Smith and Shaplin studies are both
descriptions of what was

observed over a period of two years in two
team teaching schools.

How-

ever, the Meyers and Cohen study gathered
data through questionnaires.

These two different research techniques may
be responsible for the different findings.

Is it possible that teachers tend to
answer question-

naires in a way they deem the investigator will
consider more professional?

Is their behavior a more reliable indication
of their satisfactions

in teaching?

The descriptive studies (Dundee and Smith) emphasize
serious

difficulties related to team leadership.

In the Dundee School, the lead-

ers were appointed by the administration, but were given no
power.

Therefore, the leadership was neither earned nor awarded with power:
this ambiguity produced considerable strain. 177

In the Smith study, fac-

ulty struggles for power were cited as the cause for the team organiza#

tions

f

1
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inability to actualize the groups’ goals.
The Lapossa study raises two significant questions about the

authority structure of teams.

Given the present attitude, skill, and

knowledge levels of the elementary school teachers who participated in
this study, the hierarchical model for team teaching advocated by some

educators does not appear to be as effective at the decision-making tasks
as the less structured,

cooperative collegial team.

In addition, a team

that accommodates different levels of teaching responsibility (i.e.,

team leader, senior teacher, aide, etc.) tends to be larger than the

collegial team.

^Dundee
l^Smith.

This study indicates that negative changes in efficiency

.

Op
Op.

.

cit

cit

.

.

,

,

pp.
p.

315-316.

278.
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and interpersonal relations
begin to occur when the size
of the group
increases
The Lapossa findings which
indicate that teams do not
necessarily make significantly better
decisions than do individual
classroom

teachers (though the trend was in
favor of the teams) may point
to the
need for special training to overcome
liabilities of group problemsolving, to realize the potential
of the group, and to improve
efficiency.

The Dundee study concluded that
"the success of team planning is

clearly related to the success of team
179
teaching.
1 '

Dundee, Molnar

and Smith studies specifically recommend
training for group work. 180
Myers concluded that teams would benefit
from knowledge about the content

of their meetings and work toward a
more balanced approach. 181

The findings related to organizational
functioning present a

confusing picture.

Shaplin reports that "misunderstanding of the
con-

cept of team teaching, personality and
professional conflicts" created
182
serious problems in the achievement of a team teaching
school."

Smith

says that, 'Our problems of staff peer groups,
administrative decision-

making, and educational innovation remained significant." 183

study suggests
states

organizational

cohesiveness

success

when

it

Open school teachers seem to have developed a strong power base

,

that extends throughout the entire school."

•*-

Smith.

and

The Meyer
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the difference between the studies
where the investigators "lived"
in
the school setting and the studies
which arrived at conclusions from

questionnaires.

Lack of comparable data concerning
features such as

the number and type of objectives
attempted in each project makes anal-

ysis difficult.

This is also due to the very different
research designs

of the studies.

Summary of Research From 1963 to the Present

.

Since 1963, there were a number of studies which
differed markedly from the earlier team teaching research.

The Lapossa, Molnar, Meyer

and Cohen, and Myers studies examined team teaching
focussing on the

teacher, each of these studies having a very narrow
focus.

The Smith

and Dundee studies are descriptive studies which attempt
a comprehensive

and detailed look at organizational change, still primarily
concerned

with the adults in the situation.

The Larkin study and the Smith study

rely upon theory outside that of the team teaching literature.

Although

the Dundee and Lambert studies gathered data about pupils, the Larkin

study is the only one which focusses solely on them.

Curriculum and in-

struction are not studied more than incidentally except in the Dundee
study

Perhaps the Lambert study is the one most typical of the earlier

research period with its emphasis on several outcomes relating to students and teachers.
Just as proponents of team teaching have not agreed upon purposes,
the various research studies have also focussed upon different purposes

and different variables.

Consequently, an analysis of research on team

teaching, when organized around topics like the effect of team teaching
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on pupils, teachers, curriculum and
instruction, and administration and

organization, produces unsatisfactory
results.

Not enough of the studies

focus on any one of these concerns, but
pursue their own unique research

goals.

The research, therefore, while interesting,
is very thin.

Summary of Research on Team Teaching

All of the studies discussed in this chapter
were carried out in
the beginning years of team organization.

It appears that there are no

studies of teams, or of team teaching schools that
have been in operation
for four or five years.*
data.

This is an important problem in assessing the

Teachers’ lack of experience and training in working with peers

and in a flexible approach to the use of resources might prevent
a more

realistic picture of the possibilities of team teaching.
The studies reported on student achievement and attitude are

cautious.

They discuss the "Hawthorne effect" and the "beneficial as-

pects of the hordes of visitors" which the schools under study experienced.

Pupil achievement, as it was measured, does not appear to change

significantly under the new form of classroom organization of team teaching.

Pupil attitudes and self-concept, by some reports improves under

team teaching, in others it deteriorates, or is less favorable than in
self-contained classrooms.
All of the studies appear to be concerned with the evaluation

stage of development.

Concern for design, implementation, and dissemin-

ation, the other three phases deemed crucial by Heathers, is absent.

*The Claremont Team Teaching Study is an exception.
tion of this project was a questionnaire survey type.

The evalua-
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However, questions are raised by
Lapossa, Smith, and the Dundee
studies
regarding the authority structure and
the size of teams in relation
to
group task performance.
The comparative studies, in general,
could be characterized as

lacking in precision as to the particular
organizational factors present

m

the team arrangement under study
and the relationship of these
factors

to expected outcomes.

On the other hand, in the descriptive
studies,

there is insufficient reporting of
organizational structures within

which to view the findings.

In both cases, there seems to be a
disposi-

tion to look at team teaching with broad
inclusive strokes.

There seems

to be no realization of the impossibility of
any organization accomplish-

ing all or most of the outcomes implied in
the literature.
In summary, educators cannot rely on the
research to date to

indicate whether the team teaching organization is worthwhile
or not.
It does not answer clearly the question as to whether
it keeps able

teachers in teaching, or whether it improves instruction through
organ-

izational flexibility.

It has, however, developed a number of ways of

looking at team teaching and a clearer idea of the complex variables
involved.

CHAPTER

VI

FOUR PROBLEM AREAS IN TEAM TEACHING

A careful analysis of the history of team teaching, its
roots
and definitions, lead this writer to the conclusion
that two distinct

emphases are discemable.

Recognizing the dangers that are entailed

in labels, it is still useful to call one of these emphases
humanistic

and the other managerial-technological.
The distinguishing characteristic of the humanistic emphases is
the centrality of the student and the improvement of instruction.

In

this emphasis, there is no fixed model or system offered and flexibility
is crucial to maximize continuous growth on the part of each child.

The

managerial-technological emphasis, on the other hand, is more concerned

with efficient staff utilization, career attractiveness for teachers, and
a heavy reliance on audio-visual devices.

A set pattern, as exemplified

by the Trump Plan is commonly found in this emphasis.
An examination of the historical forces, both national, and in-

ternational as well as those within education (see Chapter II) makes it

understandable why these different emphases arose as does the variety
of definitions of team teaching (see Chapter IV).

Current patterns of

teaming, the collegial and the hierarchic models, are best understood if
one keeps in sharp focus the differences in thrust between the two em-

phases

.

Before we look at some major problem areas related to these two
strands in development of team teaching, we must make it clear that good

:
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intentions are ascribed to each.

There is no "good guy-bad guy" dich-

otomy implied even though this writer takes
a position at the conclu-

sion of the study.

Both lines of thought were meant to benefit
students,

both use multi-media devices though in different
degrees, and both wish
to advance human values.

It is the belief of this writer, however,
that

there is a great danger that the managerial-technological
thrust will

over emphasize the values of efficiency and measurable
product orientation which Raymond Callahan warned against in his earlier work,
The Cult
of Efficiency

.

Just as most significant educational innovations, team-teaching
is fraught with problems.

considered.

In this chapter, four problem areas will be

These problem areas have been specifically chosen because

they reflect the differences between the humanistic and the managerial-

technological emphases and/ or because they have been neglected in the
literature.

They have been identified as a combined result of the

writer's experience and analysis of the work of others.

The four prob-

lem areas are
1.

Values and Team Teaching;

2.

Economics and Team Teaching;

3.

Flexibility and Team Teaching;

4.

Complexity and The Learner in Team Teaching.

Values and Team Teaching

Sartain, in a discussion of criteria for evaluating organizational patterns, warns that newly conceived organizational patterns are

185 The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1962.
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sometimes initiated in a school
because of a single strength
and without adequate consideration of
possible adverse effects upon
the pupils
or upon the curriculum. This is
true in the development of
team teaching.
One of Sartain's recommendations
is that, "... school
organization changes should be planned with
consideration for total value systems,

.

.

," 186

A thorough discussion of value
systems would be an

impossible task for this study.
values such as

(1)

However, certain concerns about central

respect for individual students, and

(2)

respect

for the growth potential of individual
teachers, must be made explicit.

There has been much discussion in the
literature about the advantage of team teaching in caring for the
individual differences found

m

any group of learners.

It

would seem that respect for individuals

is an important value upon which team
teaching was developed.

However,

in an effort to organize all the resources
available, team teaching pro-

ponents have elaborated the technical details to a
point which may have

diminishing returns for some less measurable but equally
significant
goals dealing with respect for the individual.

A technical rather than

a human relationship frame of reference has guided much of the
develop-

ment of team teaching.

Respect for the Individual Learner

.

At the present time, there is great interest in the schools con-

cerning humanistic education.

There are several points of view which

have become movements striving to make an impact on the schools in the

l^Harry y. Sartain. "Organizational Patterns of Schools and
Classrooms for Reading Instruction," Innovation and Change in Reading
Instruction
The Sixty-seventh of the National Society for the Study of
Education, Part II, University of Chicago Press, 1968, p. 197.
.

.

.
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direction of affective education

Of importance in a discussion

about team teaching is the role
of adults in the affective
education
of children.
Is something important lost
when a large group of adults
interact with a large group of
children? Can a team of six
superior

teachers in a team of one hundred
twenty children provide the
continuity
of contact of one child and one
adult necessary for the development
of
mutual respect? Fromm asserts that,
"respect.
denotes the ability
.

.

to see a person as he is, to be aware
of his individuality and unique,.188

Respect, then, must be based upon
sufficient knowledge which

results in a desirable adult model for the
child and in an adult who is

personally responsive to the child's uniqueness.

with sixty children accomplish this?

Can three teachers

Do age or individual characteris-

tics have an influence on the amount of
contact desirable?

These are questions which must be asked when looking
at instructional efficiency to assure the accomplishment of
healthy self-concept
goals as well as other socially significant school
objectives.

indicated in Chapter

V,

As was

there are many unanswered questions about the

kinds of cognitive goals that can be reached through an arrangement

where teachers and children function in very large groups.

Sartain em-

phasizes the relationship between the values of the school and teaching
by saying that

;

...

school systems should place high value on the

rights and dignity of individuals.

.

.

organizational patterns should

enable the teacher to know children as social and intellectual individuals

187

Heath

For a clear description of the various movements, see Douglas
"Affective Education," School Review, Volume 80, No. 3, May, 1972.

188 Erik Fromm.
1947.

Man For Himself

.

Rinehart and Company, New York:

,

,
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and to guide their growth according
to each unique set of
interests and

capabilities." 18 ^
No one wishes to be cast in the
role of ignoring respect for in-

dividuals.

However, when the consequences of
organizational patterns

are not examined in the light of what
they do to human relationships, we

find arrangements in the schools which
may not represent concern for the

individual.

Education must continue to respond to human
aspirations

and needs rather than to orient itself
primarily to the technically fea-

Respect for the Individual Teacher

.

Lortie in 1964 raised some important questions about
the rela-

tionship of team teaching authority patterns and teacher
satisfaction,
autonomy, and variety. 191

Little attention has been given these ques-

tions in the research or literature on team teaching. 192

He delineated the authority patterns of the two types of team

teaching organization:

the vertical-bureaucratic (or hierarchical team)

and the horizontal— collegial form.
two distinct types

,

From Lortie*s discussion of these

it can be seen that the vertical-bureaucratic form

of organization affords more control by higher units in the school or-

ganization.

193

Teachers in the hierarchical team, other than the leader,

IS^Sartain.

Op

.

cit

.

p.

197.

190p ara ph rase(i from Chase, "School Change in Perspective,"
Op.

cit

.

,

p

.

288.

19lLortie.

Op

.

cit

.

pp.

270-305.

important exception is The Meyers and Cohen Study discussed in Chapter V.
193g e e page 66
of organization.

for a more complete discussion of these types

6
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function in a followership role,
assume less responsibility,
and have
less influence and power.
It can be assumed that
changes can be imposed
upon the classroom from above and
control of quality would be possible
in a vertical-bureaucratic form
of team

teaching.

194

Lo rtie capsulizes

the control possibilities inherent
in the hierarchical team arrangement

when he states; "Sociologists would
be interested to see if verticalauthority school systems tend toward a
single set of values in all class
rooms and thus act to counter pluralism
in our society." 195

The horizontal-collegial team organization
retains some of the

authority characteristics of the self-contained
classroom.

That is, the

responsibility of the teacher is to the total
program and an equal voice

m

decisions is required.

Since decisions are shared, however, with

other team members, a teacher does not have as much
autonomy as one in
the self-contained classroom.

The equality of the members of a team is

an important feature in the environment of a school
in a democratic society.

Is there more possibility for variation from team
to team under

the horizontal-collegial form?

Are there more possibilities for self-

actualization for more teachers in this organizational form than in the

vertical-bureaucratic form?

Lortie' s speculation is that:

—

—

Two types of extrinsic rewards prestige and authority could show
a net decrease when we consider ALL teachers under vertically oriented team teaching.

Emphasis on rank differences would decrease the pure sociability
possible among teachers. ^96

•^^Discussion with C. Wayne Gordon, Professor of Education and
Sociology, UCLA, Fall, 1969.

l^Lortie.
19 Ibid.

,

Op
pp.

.

cit

.

,

290-291.

p.

282.

.
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Lortie hypothesizes that there would
be a decrease In Intrinsic
and extrinsic rewards for MOST
teachers in the vertical-bureaucratic
line of development

Comparing the self-contained classroom
teacher with the collegialhorizontal team, he contends that;
"Depending upon the specific handling
of task assignments, horizontally
organized team teaching could increase

or decrease possibilities for variety.
Without a priori defined roles, the
collegial-team may have increased flexibility and personalization.

Decisions can be based upon

individual team member competencies without
any reference to time, effort, or responsibility prescribed by the
role definitions, considera-

tions which must be made in a vertical team
organization.

Considera-

tions of what interests, skills, and experience
individuals have pro-

vides a more "open" system.

This open system could result in a situation

that encourages self-actualization.

Concerning the second major value identified, that of respect
for individual teachers, the questions raised or implied by Lortie
are

yet to be adequately answered.
1.

We must seriously face such questions as:

Are teachers who participate equally in solving problems which

affect them directly more likely to value problem-solving and
to develop higher level skills in problem-solving than those who

are not equally responsible in the process?
2.

What are the effects of the authority structure of a team on the

learning environment?

197

Ibid

.

,

p.

296.
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3.

Are teachers who are equally
responsible for a program more
likely to develop classroom
climates and activities which
encourage

problem-solving on the part of their
students?
Summary on Value and Team Teaching

.

Goodlad capsulized the key concern
for values when he said that
our aim should be,

.

.

to Infuse the means of education
with the val-

ues we have hitherto espoused
in defining the ends." 198

While educators

and educational researchers tend to
become nervous about value questions,

we should realize that all educational
activities are laden with values.
Every educational objective is a value
and even organizational arrange-

ments advance or diminish certain values.

In this section, two important

values were briefly focussed upon as they
may be influenced by alternafive team teaching organizations.

While much more careful research is called for, it
is hypothesized that the collegial team teaching type of
organization is more likely to enhance respect for individual students
and for teachers than the

hierarchical model.

Economics of Team Teaching

Team teaching is often adopted on economic bases and then evaluated on higher achievement scores or other non-economic grounds.

It is

important to clarify what part economics plays in the popularity of team

teaching nationally and more specifically, in a district attempting to

^•^^John I. Goodlad.
"The Educational Program to 1980 and Beyond," Designing Education for the Future, No. 2 Morphet and Ryan eds.,
Citation Press, New York, 1967.
,

Ill

initiate this innovation.

What is the influence of economics on the

team teaching organization ?

General Economic Influence on Team Teaching

.

The general condition of our national economy is
not often con-

sidered in examining an innovation.

Certainly, the strong interest in

team teaching, as has been pointed out, arose
partly from an economic
problem.

Teachers were leaving teaching in the 1940's because the re-

muneration was not equal to other fields which required comparable
education and training.

In recent years, a variety of social pressures

led to the infusion of government funds to explore possibilities of new
careers for individuals from low socio-economic groups.

This promoted

the teacher aide movement which has been formally incorporated into some

team teaching plans.

In principle, para-professionals fit into any mod-

el of classroom organization.

An economic argument in favor of any one

team teaching organization cannot be made with current knowledge.
We now, in the 1970's, have an oversupply of teachers.

One might

forsee an opportunity to lower pupil/teacher ratios which would provide

team teaching situations with a manageable group of children, were it
not for economic problems that affect education.

schools has become inadequate.

The tax support for

The problems of educational inequities

caused by differences in local support and public unwillingness to vote
funds for schools which would raise already high taxes are added to in-

flationary considerations.
tainly team teaching.

These problems effect innovations and cer-
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Team Teaching a s a Means for Saving
Money

.

Many districts have been introduced
to team teaching as a way
of saving money.

The popularity of the open-space
school which is sup-

posed to facilitate team teaching is
based, in good part, not on the ed-

ucational advantages it reputedly brings,
but on the significantly lower
costs of these buildings.

A common approach to teacher aides in the
school is to increase
the ratio of children to certified teachers.

Thus a district accustomed

to a twenty-five to one ratio will
establish a team of one hundred chil-

dren, three teachers and two aides for the
same money allocation.

Large

teams are often defended on economic grounds.

Summary on Economics and Team Teaching

Superficially

,

.

attractive economic reasons seem to speak for

adopting team teaching; however, no serious scholar has proposed that
money saving is possible as

a

result of this innovation.

Proponents of

the hierarchical model allocate funds differently, but they do not claim
that the total expenditure is less than the collegial model or the self-

contained organization.
It is important that a district planning to adopt a team teach-

ing plan examine the economic situation and place it in the proper per-

spective.

It is not legitimate to choose the team teaching organization

as a way of saving money.

Up to now, neither the theorists nor the prac-

titioners have paid sufficient attention to the relevance of broad economic factors to school personnel organization.

l^Shaplin and Olds.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

78.
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learning goal
teachers?

5(1111

<5

ro

TlOVnrvr*

,*

„

j

.

•

From his first question, he derives large
group instruction; from the
second, small group discussion and from the
third question, independent
study.

It seems, therefore,

that the fundamental decision which Trump

has made is that team teaching should be
organized around the existing

curriculum.

Rephrased, the initial planning for team teaching might
proceed
as follows.

After identifying the content to be taught, we should
de-

termine which things would be best (most efficiently and
effectively)

presented to the large group by lecture, presentation or film.
teacher should do the large group presentation?

Which

Which concepts should

be discussed in small groups in order to afford a setting "in which

teachers can analyze students' reactions and assess their knowledge of
it?"

In small groups, assessment can be made of abilities to handle

data and solve problems."

Which things can be learned in independent

study with a minimum of teacher supervision?

Trump notes that "individ-

ual differences account for the emphasis that needs to be placed on in-

dependent study."

Seemingly, content is really the guiding consideration

in this approach.

This approach also assumes that the same content and

method of presentation is appropriate, at least in the large group situation for all the students in the group.
Bench presents three grouping plans (Figure
ation nationally under the name of team teaching.

8)

which are in oper-

Scheme A and B do not

200j. Loyd Trump.
"Planning a Team Teaching Program," Staff
Utilization Project Pamphlet, Education Research Council of Greater
Cleveland, Ohio, October 1963, p. 1.
201 Ibid.

,

p.

2.
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Figure

8

Team Teaching Concept "A"
TEACHERS PLAN CURRICULUM TOGETHER

TEACHERS PRESENT LESSONS
IN THEIR OWN HETEROGENEOUSLY GROUPED CLASSROOMS

RELATIONSHIPS

Teacher to Teacher
Relationship Teachers work together in
curriculum writing
workshops and possibly consult one another in a common
planning period.

—

Teacher to Student
Relationships Students are assigned
to specific teachers
and the teachers accept the students as
his class.

—

—

Grading Techniques
Each teacher has his
own grading techniques
and his own roll book.

—

Facilities Each Teacher has his own classroom which is seldom
visited by other teachers.
Through their
common planning they
may schedule the resource center to meet
their needs.

Teacher Compatibility
This team teaching
technique requires a
minimum of compatibility among the staff.

—

1
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topic approached a single way does not have
much of a chance in catching
the interest of one hundred percent of
the students in a large group.

Indeed, the

straining

process of large group

— discussion

group

— inde-

pendent study still places the major responsibility
of benefiting from
the instructional program on the learner.

A close look at Figure

9

reveals that the student who is having

difficulty with the concepts or skills presented would
not get suitable

instruction until the third phase of instruction, after it was
discovered
in the second phase (or small discussion group) that he
was having dif-

ficulty.

From what we know about individual characteristics and how they

effect learning, this does not appear to be effective or efficient for

many learners.

The learner who can benefit greatly from the large group

presentation will also be limited by the length of time the total group
can sustain it's attention.

Trump states that

,

Even he is penalized.
for independent study "the fundamental goal

is individual development of each student according to his own pace,

terests, and talents."

Tow t her

,

in-

Trump's concern for individual differ-

ences seems to find expression only in the independent learning phase
of this team teaching program.

Provision for the individual learner is

lacking in the large group situation and whether or not present in the
small group situation depends on what criteria is used for grouping.

Grouping Problems;

curriculum choice, individual differences

.

One of the basic problems with the Trump plan would seem to be its re-

liance on content common to all.

In this regard, Justman states that;

"Grouping itself, without curriculum modification as a concommitant

120

Figure

9

Large Group, Small Group, Independent Study
In Jefferson County204
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Individual projects
or remedial work, depending upon diagnosis of performance
in small group.

Model used at an elementary school in Jefferson County,
Colorado as described to Barbara Fischer by Dudley Soloman at the University of Massachusets Spring, 1970.
,
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will not give rise to the desired outcome
of improved pupil performance." 205
Joyce is also clear about the problem of
separating efforts to improve

curriculum and instruction.

Discussing the large group— small group-

independent study model, he warns:
The danger in any of the special plans we have
discussed here the
teaching teams— is that schools and teachers may
become more concerned with procedures than with instruction. There
have been many
experimental projects dealing with organization (with
how teachers
and students are to be put together for improving
education) and
there have been many research projects dealing with
new content and
curricular innovations. ... But the two types of research
have
tended to proceed separately. The need is for more cooperation
between the two efforts.
People, procedures, and content must all be
improved to improve education as a whole.
And these multiple goals
must always be kept equally in mind in initiating and carrying on
programs in the school.

—

Anderson questions the use of large group instruction; "The
relevance and defensibility of large group lessons cannot be productively examined until we have dealt with the prior question of purpose and

the ultimate question of evaluation."

He raises a question about the

relevance of the large group presentation to the individual pupil.

He

feels that one makes "a deliberate compromise when planning a large group

lesson, expecting that minor losses on the part of a pupil or group of

pupils will be cancelled out by major gains."

Teacher

,

208

205j ose ph Justman.
"Reading and Class Homogeneity,"
Number
Volume 21,
4, January, 1968, p.

Reading

u

ing

,

Bruce R. Joyce and Berj Harootunian. The Structure of TeachScience Research Associates, Inc., Chicago, 1967, p. 190.

202 Robert H. Anderson.
"Why Large Group Instruction?"
graphed paper, Harvard-Lexington Summer Program, 1960, p. 2.

Mimeo-

"Organizing Groups for Instruction,"
^O^Robert H. Anderson.
Yearbook, Part I, National
Sixty-First
Individualizing Instruction
University of Chicago
Chicago:
Society for the Study of Education.
Press, 1962, p. 246.
,
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One cannot help but wonder what would
have happened if the "low

achievers" had gone to the pond in a small
group and perhaps made two
visits.

They had experienced "difficulty even
attending to" their as-

signments in the larger group at the pond.

"Low achievers" are often

easily distracted by irrelevant stimulae and are
often over-stimulated

by exciting situations.

The bus trip, the large numbers of children

and adults, and the sights, sounds, and smells of
the pond were all
part of the learning environment.

It would be fair to say the "low

achievers" were handicapped by this large group lesson even
though the
content was "scaled down" for them.

That this was a "successful exper-

ience for either the "high" or the "low achievers" is challengeable.
a lecture,

low

In

film or demonstration, the distractable learner of "high" or

ability is often at a disadvantage.

The youngster who needs a

slower pace, more personal attention, a closer proximity to the stimulus
must be considered.
Used judiciously when conditions do not permit smaller groups,

large group instruction at the elementary level can be justified with
reservation.

When an outside-of-school resource person cannot give the

time for meeting in several smaller groups, a large group session is in
order.

In this case, Wallace's model could prove to be helpful.

Viewing of films usually does not come under this category.

Some

learners need to see a certain film in parts, with the projector stopped

from time to time for discussion and clarification.

Other learners need

to see a film twice, once to get the over-all ideas and again to seek

specific information.

Still others can view the same film once and ful-

fill the instruction purpose of that audio-visual aid.
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We know more about learning and
learners than has thus far been
encorporated in grouping procedures suggested
for team teaching.
Toward increased fle xi bility through
grouping

.

Russell and

Fischer developed team teaching grouping
alternatives from practices at
the University Elementary School at UCLA.

Shown in Figure 11, these

models differ from the Bench models in that:
1.

There is no large group (total team) instruction;

2.

At times, two teachers work with one group

large group lesson)

(however, not in a

;

3.

There is no set progression for grouping;

4.

Often, one teacher is responsible for more than one instructional group.

Although these models show flexibility in grouping, their effectiveness

would depend upon the type of instruction that occurs after the groups
are formed, how well the team placed individuals into groups, *213 and

how much flexibility there is for changing individuals when it seems
desirable.

A more promising approach to improving instruction would work
toward caring for individual differences.

Such a system would look at

students in relation to what is to be learned and create the environment

accordingly.

That is, it would make predictions as to what content,

methods, teachers, etc. would best suit the students in the learning of
a

particular matter.

Adjustments would be made as needed.

Thus, some

*Often students select their own group.
"Toward Indifor example, Barbara B. and Louis Fischer.
vidualized Learning," Elementary School Journal University of Chicago,
March 1969.
A study of grouping in a team teaching organization.
,
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Figure 11
Some Team Teachi ng Grouping Alternatives 214

TEACHERS PLAN
CURRICULUM.
.

.

CHOOSE GROUPING CRITERIA;
DETERMINE GROUPING ALTERNATIVES

.RE- CONSIDER

RE- GROUP

I.

II.

These models assume that the team of three teachers has data on the
learners’ interest, social behavior, skills, ability, etc. which are reTeachers make tentalated to the learning activity to be carried out.
tive judgments about suitable placement so that individuals can accomplish
.the team teachers identify instructional
the goals of the activity OR
create
instructional groups and the activiand
of
the
individuals
needs
the
instructional
objectives.
ties suitable to accomplish
.

.

At times, the grouping pattern is established in order to provide
diagnostic activities when the teaching team does not have enough informaIndividuals may be moved to another group AT ANY time
tion for grouping.
Usually no single
to
be
a better learning place for them.
considered
it is
Some of the criteria to be considered
criterion can be used for grouping.
interests, common research problem or projects, ability of one child
are:
another, need to be with a certain teacher, need to be a leader or
help
to
At times, two teachers work with a group.
follower, achievement.

developed from practice at University Elementary School,
Used for any type of learnDouglas 0. Russell, Barbara B. Fischer, 1966.
ing activity P.E., Art, Music, Science, Language Arts, Math.

^Models

—

S

.
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curriculum development would occur
at the team level regarding
which
specific content (i.e., the life
of

the pond, tide pool, or
aquarium)

would be the best for teaching the
concept of interdependence of
life
forms to a specific group of
learners (for example, New
Hampshire learners, urban Los Angeles children,
Hawaiian children).
Further, the ac-

tivities and methods used in instruction
would be selected on the basis
of increasing knowledge about the
individual learner as well as the group
of learners

The danger of using any set system of
grouping is that it may be

followed too faithfully and result in the
fitting of learners to suit
the pattern rather than creating and
changing the grouping pattern ac’.

cording to instructional needs.

Goodlad sums it up well; "Needed is a

system of such flexibility and responsiveness
that it is scarcely a system at all.
obscure it."

Such a system must reveal individuality, not disguise
or
21

Flexibility and Complexity

From the literature one gains the impression that the more resources (human, material, physical plant) that are available, the better the learning situation that can be created.

In practice,

it has been

observed by this writer that there may be diminishing returns beyond
certain number of alternatives in a given situation.

a

It is not a simple

progression from few alternatives to many alternatives which result in

improving the learning in a classroom.

215

Review

,

John I. Goodlad.
March, 1965, p. 72.

Experience in teaching in teams,

"Meeting Children Where They Are,"

Saturday
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observations of team teaching situations,
and discussions with team
teachers have prompted these questions:

Is there a point where complex-

ity, which results from many alternatives,
reaches a turning point?

complexity become counter productive to
ganization,

(b)

(a)

Can

the flexibility of the or-

the satisfaction of teachers and pupils,
and

(c)

the

learning possibilities of teachers and pupils?
Figure 12 is an attempt to show the relationship
of flexibility
and complexity in team teaching which has been
derived from the experience, observations, and discussions previously cited.*

The diagram

proposes that flexibility in team teaching depends upon a
manageable

number of alternatives.

Competence in teaching and in teaming plus suf-

ficient time for decision-making in relation to the task determine
whether or not the number of alternatives present in the situation can be

utilized productively.
cant variable.

The task to be accomplished becomes a signifi-

For example, if a teaching team has as its primary ob-

jective the raising of scores on a traditional achievement test, then

achievement grouping based upon paper and pencil tests might be used.
This would require less effort and skill on the part of the teaching

team than an attempt to teach multiple objectives or to encorporate a
more comprehensive approach to improving achievement.
Grouping becomes more complicated when based upon objectives
such as increasing independence in learning, expressing one's ideas
orally, or developing skills in using resources.

Even if each teacher

knew one hundred children well, the amount of time necessary to discuss

*See page 132 for a list of variables which affect the child in
relation to complexity.
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terms of numbers of teachers, rooms
or different environmental
settings

group changes, and so on, is not
sufficiently considered.

Are there

diminishing returns in learning which
result from too much complexity?
There is no systematic analysis of this
question and in practice little

distinction between organizational features
of teams for primary or intermediate children is found.

Complexity as Discussed in the Literature.
Goodlad faces the question of complexity and the
learner when he
asks the question, "What is the tolerance level
of children of different ages and temperaments for identification with
several teachers dur-

ing a school day?" 216
in Goodlad

’s

No elaboration of this question is to be found

writings nor in the work of any other scholar.

The sever-

al references to the problem found in the literature follow.

Sartain, when considering research on organizational patterns in

relation to reading instruction, concludes that:

While multiple teacher organization may be necessary for adequate
specialization at the secondary levels it would appear that at
the elementary level, the number of teachers a child faces each day
should be limited in order to provide optimal learning situations 217
,

,

.

Anderson recommends an adjustment of teacher specialization in
content areas to the age of the child.
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^^John x. Goodlad. "Toward Improved Horizontal Organization,"
Planning and Organizing for Teaching National Education Association,
Project on the Instructional Program of the Public Schools, Washington,
D.C.
1963, p. 83.
,

,

^^Harry w. Sartain. "Applications of Research to the Problems
of Instructional Flexibility," Progress and Promise In Reading Instruc tion Cleland and Vilsceh, eds
(Report of the Twenty-second Annual
Conference on Reading, Pittsburgh: School of Education, University of
Pittsburgh, 1966), p. 67.
,

.

^-^Anderson.

Teaching In A World of Change

.

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

95.

.

;
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Approximate Pupil
Age Range in Years

4-5
6-8

Teachers* Assignments in Teams
Each teacher is a generalist, supported
where
possible by specialist colleagues. Each
teacher is a scholar of at least one content
area.

AH

teachers teach all subjects, but each has

at least the beginnings of a specialty
in one

area.

9-11

Most teachers teach most subjects, but each
has
a well-developed specialty in one area.

12 - 14

All teachers have a well— developed specialty in
one area plus enough strength in at least one
other area to permit interdisciplinary collabor
ation

15 - 18

Virtually all teaching is within a single area,
though interdisciplinary collaboration is desirable.

How he arrived at the distinctions between ages is not given.
merits of Goodlad,

complexity,*

The state

Sartain and Anderson are relevant to the problem of

but are limited to one variable, that of the teacher, when

there are several which should be considered.
The degree of complexity, for purposes of this discussion, concerns the number of variables in the learning environment, for example:
1.

The number of children to relate to;

2.

The number of adults to relate to;

3.

The amount of space and how it is differentiated for use;

4.

The number of changes in grouping a child undergoes during the
day;

5.

The number of choices he has

*These recommendations discourage a departmentalized organization for the young school-aged child.
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6.

The number and variety of activities he is
involved in;

7.

Materials and equipment available;

8.

The amount of concreteness and abstraction in the
learning tasks;
The level of difficulty of the learning tasks;

10.

The size of school and how much the child has to deal
with school

setting outside of his own class.
The variables through number

7

are increased in complexity by the team

teaching situation over that of a self-contained classroom.

Complexity in Practice

.

The following representative examples from practice show that

there is little differentiation in complexity based upon age and school

experience.
The Dundee Team Teaching Project:

Kindergarten to Second Grade
160 students

219

Fifth and Sixth Grades
130 students

leader
teachers
1 clerical aide
1 student teacher

1

leader
teachers
clerical aide
student teacher

7

adults

1

1

6

4

9

adults

1

The Greenwood School is an example of a two team school composed
of a primary and an intermediate team.

O

1

Q

In the Dundee Team Teaching Project,
p. xx.
Op. cit
Dundee.
of illustration, the youngest
purposes
but
for
there were several teams,
for
use.
and oldest groups were selected
.

,

.

:
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Primary Team

Intermediate Team

261 students
1
3

5
1
2

284 students

leader
level chairmen
teachers
intern
aides

1
2
7

1
2

12 adults

leader
level chairmen
teachers
intern
aides

14 adults

The Wilson Multi unit School*

is under the auspices of the

Wisconsin Research and Development Center. 220

The organizational chart

of the school follows

UNIT A

UNIT E

Initial Primary

Upper Intermediate

120-150 pupils

120-170 pupils
4

1

leader
teachers
instructional aides
clerical aide

1

leader
teachers
instructional aide
clerical aide

7

adults

7

adults

1
3

2

1
1

Salem School, a team teaching project under study by Shaplin,
listed this breakdown of teachers and children for the 1968 team: 221
First year

93 children

4

teachers

Fifth year

96 children

3

teachers

*The newest term for a school which consists of two or more
teams

^^Materials received from the Wisconsin Research and Development
Center; 1404 Regent Street; Madison, Wisconsin.
"Cooperative Planning for Team, Organiza2--*-Glenn H. Koehrer.
tion in an Elementary School." An unpublished paper presented at a
clinic on Mew Directions in Team Organization at Washington University,
March, 1968, Washington University Campus.
In this case, there is a
greater complexity for the younger children by having more teachers in
an effort to reduce the teacher/pupil ratio.
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In practice, then, little distinction
is made between the young-

est and the oldest in the elementary
school in size of teams.

In York’s

series of modules on team teaching
described as a course of study for the
teacher, the examples of team meetings
show that the second grade team
is a five-member team as is the fifth
grade team. 222

Since this series

is intended to educate teachers so
that they can function well in teams,
it can be assumed that the examples
given are considered ideal or close

to ideal.
As one walks through the open- structure
team taught schools

across the nation*

he usually finds six and seven year-olds housed
in

identical spaces or "pods" taught by the same number of
teachers, surrounded by identical general conditions as the eleven and
twelve yearolds.

Schools, through these arrangements, are saying something imporabout their conceptions of the development of children.

However,

it cannot be assumed that it is a conscious, studied, or explicit
point

of view.

In fact, when inquiries are made about this situation, the

response is usually one of surprise and interest, "We've never thought
about that before."

Complexity and Human Development

.

It should be obvious that children do go through different

stages of development.

Recently, new evidence has been organized which

is highly specific in content about the characteristics which can be

222l Jean York. Prerequisites for Good Planning Sessions in
Team Teaching Team Teaching Modules VII, The Leslie Press, 1971, pp. 37
and 45.
#

,

California, Texas, Colorado, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania,
Massachusetts and so on.
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attributed to phases of growth which span
three or four years.

Piaget,
Kohlberg, and Kellogg are three of the
many scholars who have presented

data which are concerned with cognitive,
social and aesthetic development
of the child.

The work of these scholars shows that
there are dis-

crete stages of development although the
exact ages of an individual

differ at the beginning and end of each stage.
It would seem that until the present,
the most important influ-

ences on learning environments developed
through team teaching have been

models of organization or building designs.
has considered child development.

Neither of these influences

This is a difficult task, but one

which must be addressed.
What roles does complexity play in a child’s development?
is it related to his feeling of mastery over his
environment?

tremely complex learning environments stimulate or bewilder?
depend upon the child?

How

Do ex-

Does it

Are there some generalizations which can be made

about stages of development in relation to complexity?

Is it possible

that a very complex environment confuses the young child and makes him

more dependent upon adults?

Is it possible that the older child, who has

more skills, knowledge and experience, can more effectively use a complex

environment for his own purposes, either positive or

negative?

What re-

lationship is there between complexity in the environment and the growth
of beneficial contacts between adults and children, as well as between

children and other children?

22 3

Jean Piaget at the Institute Jean-Jacques Rousseau in Geneva,
Switzerland; Lawrence Kohlberg, Harvard University, Massachusetts; Rhoda
Kellogg, Phoebe A. Ilearst Pre-School Learning Center, San Francisco.
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If we can assume that the learning
environment which promotes

intellectual and socio-emotional growth
has a balance between that
which
is predictable (comfortable,
completeable controllable) and that
which
,

is open-ended

follow.

(stimulating, unfinished, changing)
then certain questions

Do children differ in how much of
the learning environment

should be controllable or comprehensible
to be most conducive to growth?
Do different developmental stages
require a different balance?

There is a growing body of data which is
concerned with the re-

lationship of the feeling of influence over one’s
destiny, the ability
to profit from learning situations and the
development of a well func-

tioning individual.

The importance of a young child's sense of mastery

of his environment has been stressed in works
by Coleman, Erickson,

Fromm, and others.

If we have created environments which do not differ-

entiate in a comprehensive manner according to developmental
stages, are

we jeopardizing the development of some crucial attitudes and
competencies?

Clearly, there are some significant and difficult questions re-

lating to complexity and learning which proponents of team teaching must
consider.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, four major problem areas related to team teach-

ing were considered.

These areas were:

1.

Values and Team Teaching;

2.

Economics of Team Teaching;

3.

Flexibility and Team Teaching;

4.

Complexity and the Learner in Team Teaching.
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While it is clearly recognized that any one
of these four areas
merits more thorough analysis, even this
brief treatment discloses

questions and difficulties that have received
insufficient attention.
These are indicated at the conclusions of each
section.
In the chapter that follows, the major
conclusions and recommen

dations of the entire study will be presented.

CHAPTER

VII

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents conclusions and recommendations
based on
the foregoing analysis of the literature of team
teaching as well as
the writer’s experiences.

Conclusions and recommendations in a study of this kind are different and are presented differently than in experimental or
descriptive

research.

A study which clarifies and analyzes ideas offers detailed

explanations which are equally as important as the conclusions drawn
since they lead to new insights.

Recommendations in an analytic study

must be considered together with the discussion which precedes them and

which clarifies the idea under examination.
There are several types of conclusions presented in this study.
The first type is found in Chapter I, The Statement of the Problem and

Purpose of the Study; Chapter II, The Background of Team Teaching; and
Chapter V, An Examination of the Research on Team Teaching.

In these

chapters material has been presented and analyzed and some generalizable

conclusions have been drawn.

These can be stated in a summary easily

and with integrity.

The second type is found in Chapter III, An Examination of the

Rationales for Team Teaching; and Chapter IV, An Examination of the

Definitions and Organizational Forms of Team Teaching.

In these chap-

ters, the very organization of the material presented represents
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conclusions gained from a careful scrutiny
of the literature.

The

brief statements of summary do not
adequately reflect the synthesis

which originates in the study.

The process of analysis performed
in

these chapters more accurately presents
these results.

This second type

of conclusion can be best understood by
a reading of the chapters them-

selves

.

The third type of conclusion of the study is
found in Chapter
IV, Four Problem Areas in Team Teaching.

The material presented in

this chapter itself constitutes a major
conclusion of the study.

Since

it has four separate sub-sections that are
quite extensive, they are

presented as a chapter.

The areas were selected for discussion because

the analysis showed that these areas were ignored or
insufficiently de-

veloped in the theory and practice of team teaching.

To indicate that

it does belong to the concluding chapter as well, it is hereby encor-

porated by reference.
The conclusions which follow are derived from the specific an-

alyses of the preceding chapters.

Some of the recommendations are im-

plied by the conclusions and thus flow directly from them while other
recommendations include insights gained from the writer’s personal-

professional experiences.

Conclusions

Chapter

I

:

Organizational innovations are influenced by broad so-

cial and cultural factors as well as educational needs.

Team

teaching arose after World War II as a result of national and

international developments and of forces internal to
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education.

Not only was a climate favorable
to change created,

but the specifics of innovations were
influenced by non-educa-

tional considerations.

For example, emphases on technology
and

career opportunities in team teaching can
be traced to broad
cultural factors.

Chapter II:

Various efforts to change school organization
have pre-

ceded the team teaching movement.

These efforts were prompted

by new information about learners and learning
and increased

cooperative efforts among teachers.

Although featured in the

team teaching literature, most of these organizational explorations relate more directly to the non-graded movement than to
the innovation of team teaching.

Some of these efforts contri-

buted to the diversity of aims and organizations which nonetheless go under the common label of team teaching.

Chapter III

;

The rationales of team teaching are many and diverse,

however, they can be grouped around two major areas:
3.

A.

B.

Improved career opportunities for teachers, which includes:
1.

attraction, retention, and rewarding of able teachers;

2.

in-service education;

3.

pre-service education;

4.

job satisfaction.

The improvement of instruction through organizational flex-

ibility, which includes:
1.

control of managerial factors;

2.

utilization of a broad base of resources;
problem-solving.

;

.;
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For each of these areas, there
is considerable support from

theorists.

The multiplicity of goals, however,
has probably

confused theoreticians in other areas
of education, practitioners who wish to implement team teaching,
and laymen who wish
to support it.

The

team

teaching

movement

affects

significant elements of the school:
(1)

organization and administration (Anderson,
Shaplin, and
others)

(2)

teacher potential (Allen, Fisk, Stover, and others);

(3)

instruction [grouping and use of technology], (Trump,
York, and others)

(4)

curriculum development (Goodlad, Thomas, Smith, and
others)

Team teaching is an innovation which cuts across the vital
characteristics of a school and could make a tremendous impact,

positive or negative.

Its complexities have been seriously un-

derrated; it has often been attempted without a clear idea of
its problems and possibilities and then, without an adequate

test, abandoned because it "doesn't work."

Chapter IV

:

Definitions and organizational patterns of team teach-

ing reflect the variety of purposes and justifications found in
the comprehensive compilation of the rationales of team teaching.

Also evident in both definitions and organizational patterns are
the diverse national and educational pressures for change iden-

tified in Chapter II.
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Patterns of organization in team teaching
models are based

primarily upon authority structures.
in the literature and in practice:

Two basic types are found
one, the hierarchical or

vertical-bureaucratic team which clearly and a priori
differentiates roles and remuneration and two, the collegial
or horizon-

tal-collegial team in which authority is shared and
differentiation of roles is mutually arrived at and agreed upon.

Pre— service teacher education as carried out in teams does
not appear to be a characteristic which belongs wholely to one

type or another, nor does a student teacher/master teacher con-

stitute a teaching team.

The hierarchical model does require a

larger team in order to be financially feasible.
Each team is an administrative and instructional unit within
the school.

The team organization can function in a graded

total school organization or in a non-graded one; there are

graded teams and non-graded teams.

Chapter V

:

Research in team teaching has not answered the questions

related to the two basic purposes:
and retain able teachers?
tion?

Does team teaching attract

Does team teaching improve instruc-

The first question has been dealt with in the research in

a tangential way, that is, studies have looked at teacher satisfac-

tion rather than the attracting or holding power of team teaching
for highly competent teachers.*

Questions about improvement of

*In Temple City, one of the problems openly discussed is that the
expansion of differentiated staffing in the district kept able people in
the district because there were always places to go higher up on the scale.
Now that the district is satiated, there is serious concern that opportunities cannot open up as rapidly as people feel they are ready for more re(Conversation with Bruce Caldwell at the Differentiated
sponsibility.
Staffing and Flexible Scheduling Project in the Temple City Schools,
Temple City, California, 1970-71).
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instruction to which researchers have paid
attention have, on
the most part, revolved around the
usual achievement test score

outcomes.

The results of this research has
been inconclusive.

The projects studied do not clearly state
how instruction should

be improved.

Some specific changes seen in instruction
as a re-

sult of team teaching have been noted.

However, no studies at-

tempt to relate explicit instructional strategies
employed by
teams with specific outcomes.

It appears that even when the

stated objective is to improve instruction, the team
teaching
projects are not designed to focus on this objective.

There

seems to be an implicit assumption that changing the
classroom

organization will automatically improve instruction.
Most of the research on team teaching has been done during
the initial years of projects.*

It is difficult to assess the

data resulting from most of these studies because of the teachers* lack of experience in working with peers and in a flexible

approach to the use of resources.

Expecting valid results at

the initial phases of a major innovation seems naive.

On the

other hand, the two comprehensive descriptive studies of begin-

ning projects, (Dundee and Smith) reveal many helpful insights
about the working of teams and multi-unit schools in their be-

ginning stages of development.

Although the research on team teaching is far from conclusive, there are trends that should be recognized and pursued as

The Claremont Study was conducted over a five*An exception:
Claremont Teaching Team Program Claremont Graduate School,
year period.
Claremont, California, 1962-1963.
,

;

;

;
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topics for new research projects.

The trends found in this

study are:
1*

The socia l relationships of children may
be negatively

affected in large group settings (Lambert,
Dundee,
Larkin)
2.

;

Team size may influence decision-making processes, the
school orientation of children, and satisfaction in

teaching (Meyer, Larkin, Dundee, Lapossa)
3.

Team teachers feel more influential in the school setting than self-contained classroom teachers and this

influence appears to be in the direction of higher professional norms.

Teams of teachers have observable in-

structional and team meeting interraction styles
(Lapossa, Dundee, Myers
4.

,

Molnar)

The degree of agreement on and explicitness of objec-

tives for team teaching in a given situation influences
the achievement of those objectives (Shaplin, Dundee,
Smith)
5.

Team teachers exhibit more controlling behavior in the

classroom than self-contained classroom teachers (Lambert,
Dundee, Larkin);
6.

Systematic training in group procedures would facilitate
teaming efforts (Dundee, Myers, Smith, Molnar);

7.

Team teachers seem to have a strong power base that extends throughout the entire school (Smith, Meyer).
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- apter

1V

:

Under the pressure to accomodate
needed changes in the

classroom, many aspects of team teaching
have developed in a

technological manner.

The emphasis on organizational
elabora-

tion into specified roles and remuneration,
the use of multi-

media, and formalized grouping systems,
tends to ignore the

total impact on the human relations, human
development dimensions of the classroom.

Undue complexity in a team teaching

situation may seriously inhibit rather than
facilitate flexibility and learning.
Team teaching is often adopted on economic bases then
evaluated on other grounds.

The adoption of open-spaced schools,

adding personnel in the form of aides, and the use of
large
teams all have economic bases.

No serious scholar has proposed

that team teaching will save money, on the contrary, some have

speculated that the increased use of materials and equipment by
teams may result in higher costs for a district.

However, in

the literature, little attention is paid to economic factors

and how they influence the shaping, adopting and success of in-

novations

.

Grouping and regrouping for instruction is paramount in team
teaching.

Some grouping systems have been proposed in the lit-

erature and are widely practiced in team teaching.

The danger

of any grouping "system" is that it often results in procedures

which channel learners into groups rather than developing groups
around the instructional requirements of the learners.

The

grouping systems of Trump, Bench, and Wallace are considered
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inadequate to produce the flexibility
possible in team teaching.
The Demise of Team Teaching
In Chapter

I

.

it was noted that team teaching no
longer seems to

be a center of attention in the literature
or in funded projects.

cently, in a U.S

.

Re-

Office of Education study of educational changes,

Orlosky and Smith report that team teaching can
be regarded as a failure.

224

T

.

It is placed in the category, "A change that
has not been ac-

cepted as a frequent characteristic of schools but has
left a residue
that influences educational practice." 225

The spotlight is gone, but

there may be more attempts at team teaching in the schools now
than before.

The construction of an ever increasing number of "open-space"

schools may well have promoted a rise of team teaching efforts.

However, team teaching as a focus for change has diminished in

importance for theorists, researchers, and practitioners.

Some of the

conclusions of this study are helpful in determining the reasons for this
1.

The multiplicity of goals has been confusing and misleading;

2.

The complexities of teaming have been seriously underrated; it

has often been attempted without an understanding of the problems
and possibilities;
3.

An emphasis on working out organizational details has been

characteristic of projects.

Explicit ideas about how to improve

instruction have been lacking;

^^Donald Orlosky and

Othanel Smith.
"Educational Change:
Its Origins and Characteristics," Phi Delta Kappan March 1972, p. 412.
B.

,

22^Ibid.

;
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4.

Research has not identified critical
components of organisational patterns, implementation
procedures, or team functioning

processes
5.

The general development of team
teaching has followed a tech-

nological approach.

In theory and in practice,
considerations

of a human relations/human development
nature have not been ex-

plored sufficiently.
The above conclusions, added to those of
Chapter

I

listed below,

give a comprehensive view of the difficulties
in the development of team

teaching.
1.

The theoretical underpinnings of team teaching have
not been

clarified sufficiently to provide guidance for the creation
of
plans and models of practice;
2*

Relevant research and theories in areas such as small groups,

organization

,

human growth and development, curriculum and in-

struction have not been thoughtfully incorporated in the con-

ceptualization or the application of team teaching ideas;
3.

Lack of well-defined models have impeded schools' efforts in

adopting and implementing a team teaching organization, and in
the evaluation of team teaching efforts.
It would seem that the very complexities of team teaching have discour-

aged researchers, theorists, and practitioners and have resulted in a
shift away from a serious educational focus.

149

Recommendations

The recommendations that follow go
beyond the conclusions of
this study and the inferences that
can be deduced from them.

They are

consistent with the conclusions, with the
best research currently available, and they are based on certain
defensible assumptions.
At this point in the development of
educational knowledge, we

cannot rely merely on rigorous deduction or
careful induction.

It is

necessary to go beyond these kinds of inferences
to what John Dewey and
others have called abductive inferences.

In abduction, we use both de-

ductive and inductive processes but we move beyond them
and creatively

extrapolate plans and ideas to be tried out in action.
The recommendations will be placed in the categories of research,

pre-service education and practice.

Research

.

Because team teaching is still in a formative stage, much information is needed on how teams function, what problems arise and how they
are resolved.
tion.

Descriptive studies are needed to give detailed informa-

In addition, analyses of descriptive studies should be done to

ascertain if there are discrepancies between what teachers do and what
they say in questionnaires and interviews.

From information gained in

interviews and questionnaires, innovators often come to believe that
they have support from teachers for changes.

Since it is deemed

Tor a brief explanation, see H. Gordon Hullfish and Philip G.
Dodd, Mead and
Smith.
Reflective Thinking: The Method of Education
Company, New York, 1961, Chapter 8.
,
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"professionally cool" to accept new ideas, verbal
responses may be misleading.

Comparing teacher turnover in a team-taught
school, opportun-

ities accepted or created to extend teaming,
and ideas initiated and

implemented by teachers with what is said, may give

a more

realistic

idea of support and development.
There is a dearth of studies which have been done on well-established teams.

Since teaming requires skills beyond those necessary in

the self-contained classroom, outcomes recorded by research done
on

first and second year teams seems hardly useful.

Heather’s concern for

studies which seek to measure separately the contributions made by new

variables has not been attempted.

For instance, studies are needed to

explore the matching of teaching styles with learning styles.

A question which has not been answered directly in the research
should be considered.

That is, does team teaching attract and retain

more capable teachers into the profession?

The present teacher surplus

may make this a difficult question to investigate.

Of interest now

might be the question of whether team teaching attracts and retains more
capable teachers than the self-contained classroom.
At this point we return to an earlier concern about research.

Heathers states

that, "The development of team teaching, in common with

the development of any innovation in educational practice, should pro-

ceed through four interrelated phases:
tion and dissemination."

227

The majority of the studies found could

be designated as evaluation research.

^^Heathers.

design, implementation, evalua-

Studies which could be considered

"Research on Team Teaching,"

Op

.

cit

.

,

p.

306.

.
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at the design phase are needed.

The design should consist of the
fea-

tures of a plan for team teaching which
are selected, justified, and
are related to each other in a consistent
way.

This work has attempted

to lay the groundwork for the development
of designs.

One of the recom-

mendations of this study is that relevant research
and theories from
areas other than team teaching should be
encorporated in team teaching

plans
The second phase of the development of innovations
is implemen-

tation.

Studies needed in this area are:

1.

The selection of teachers for a team;

2.

Effective types of pre-teaming and during-teaming education;

3.

The relationship of explicit objectives for teaming, procedures
and arrangements developed, and outcomes;

4.

The elimination of fatigue (an inhibiting factor in beginning
teams)

5.

;

Training for effective small group dynamics (which should focus
on task accomplishment skills:

decision-making, implementing

decisions, evaluating decisions).
Studies on dissemination are not found in the literature.

There

are efforts to disseminate information on team teaching which range from

random articles included in the Ogden, Utah Team Teaching Center Newsletter to York’s Team Teaching Modules which are carefully individualized, sequenced, and audio-visually enhanced.

228

Many districts create

demonstration centers of their team teaching schools; however, none of

22&ieam Teaching, Weber School District,

Op

.

cit

.

;

York, Op. cit

.
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these approaches the dissemination
phase suggested by Heathers.

The

strategy he proposes consists of a model
of team teaching going progressively through the stages of design
implementation, evaluation, and, if

proven reasonably desirable, dissemination.

We do not know if demon-

stration, consultants, detailed prescriptions,
or a combination of these

would be the most effective approach to
dissemination of a well-conceived,
easily implemented, and carefully evaluated model.

Oth er Questions to be Investigated Through Research

.

Authority pattern and problem-solving:
1*

^ re teachers who participate equally in solving problems
which affect them more likely to value problem-solving
and to develop higher level skills in problem-solving
than those who are not equally responsible in the process?

2.

What are the effects of the authority structure of a

team on the learning environment?
3.

Are teachers who are equally responsible for a program

more likely to develop classroom climates and activities

which encourage problem-solvings on the part of their
students?

Grouping and learning:
1.

What kinds of instructional groups are made possible by

team teaching arrangements and what are their effects on
learning?

Complexity and child development:
1.

What roles does complexity play in a child's development?
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Are there some generalizations which can be
made about
of development and kinds of complexity?
2.

How is complexity related to his/her feeling of
mastery

over his/her school environment?
3.

Do children differ in how much of the learning
environment

should be controllable or comprehensible to be most conducive to growth?

Size of teams of adults and children:
1*

What effect does team size have on the learning of teachers
and pupils?

2.

What effect does team size have on the job satisfactions of
teachers and the school orientation of children?

Flexibility and complexity:
1.

Is there a point where complexity, which results from many

alternatives, reaches diminishing returns?
2.

3.

Can complexity become counter-productive to
a)

the flexibility of the organization,

b)

the satisfaction of teachers and pupils,

c)

the learning possibilities of teachers and pupils?

Can the learning environment in extremely complex team sit-

uations be changed as frequently as is necessary to reflect
the learning requirements and interests of the learners?

Pre-Service Education of Teachers

.

Team teaching advocates presented in this study identified some
benefits of practice teaching in a teaching team.

There were no studies
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found on this subject.

The following recommendations are
based upon

conclusions gained primarily from experience.

Admitting the number of

benefits theoretically available for student
teachers training in

teaching teams, in practice they are often
used as "extra hands."
What is needed by the student is experience
which is supervised closely
and which provides real responsibility in
response to his/her develop-

ment as a teacher.

This teacher education function must be
recognized

as an additional responsibility for a team.

An experienced and success-

ful team of teachers is more likely to provide
a suitable experience.

Therefore, it is recommended that pre-service participation be
carried
out in experienced and successful teams.
As part of the pre-service experience, students should have op-

portunities to plan, implement, and evaluate lessons in student teams
through peer teaching as well as in the classroom with children.

This

prepares the neophyte both for a team teaching situation and for pro-

ductive professional work with peers in all school settings.

The clar-

ification of ideas, and the giving and receiving of constructive criti-

cism and support involved in this process should result in greater competence.

Practice

.

The recommendations for practice are presented as several features which could be developed, with additional research, into a compre-

hensive team teaching plan.

These features are consistent with the def-

initions and justifications, organizational forms, and the identified

research trends, which are discussed in the study.
all of the ideas discussed, rather

They do not represent

they are a synthesis of ideas
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selected on the basis of the interaction of a
set of assumptions about
team teaching, the conclusions found in this
chapter, and the writer's
own experience.*

Beginning with a different set of assumptions,
it

should be possible to present a different set of
features and still be
consistent with the findings of this study.
stitute a complete plan.
features are discussed.
1.

The features do not con-

This statement will be clarified after the

The assumptions are as follows:

A focus on one major purpose for team teaching is more likely
to provide the structure and functioning that will enable it

to accomplish that purpose than an attempt to combine two or

more purposes;
2.

A simple and small organization which permits some flexibility
but does not have extensive alternatives enables teachers and

children to learn how to team in smaller more effective and sat-

isfying steps.

As teachers experience success in simpler forms

of team organization, they will be more open to trying out com-

plex, sophisticated team forms and functions;
3.

A collegial-type of organization is more consistent with the
ideals of democracy than a hierarchical organization;

*Some of the experiences considered helpful:
(1) six and one half
years of team teaching in two, three, and five member teams;
(2) long
(e.g.,
(in
Hawaii)
teams
districts
and
individual
term consulting for
"trouble
and
Montebello, California) and numerous short term workshops
shooting" for teams;
(3) taught courses on individualization of instruc(4) trained
tion which included team teaching (University of Hawaii)
(5) inteachers for team teaching (University Elementary School, UCLA);
itiated and developed A Team Teaching Guide with the U.E.S. staff. Douglass
Russell continued the development of this guide and it resulted in a masters thesis (see p. 157); (6) self-selected work in graduate courses in
Educational Sociology and Instruction. The above represent continuous
interaction with teachers, professors, and the literature concerning
team teaching since 1962.
;

:

;

.
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4.

More professional growth will occur when
teachers share equally
in decision-making over areas for
which they have equal respons-

ibility
5.

Teacher and program variability are more likely
to occur in a
collegial type of organization;

6.

Cooperative interdependence by members of a collegial
team is
more likely to encourage self-actualization than
competitive

independence
The proposed features to be developed into a team
teaching plan
are as follows
1.

The purpose for the team teaching plan is the improvement of

instruction.

This improvement is accomplished by considering

current knowledge in the development of a good learning environment for individuals and groups of learners. 229

It is concerned

with the intellectual, physical, socio-emotional, moral and aesthetic development of children.
2.

The form and functioning of the organization will follow the

purpose of improvement of instruction.
The team will focus on the uniqueness of the adults, children, physical setting and available resources so that the team's

development will most effectively produce learning environments

suited to their group of learners.

"The Science of The
229Fc>r example, see:
1) Madeline C. Hunter.
Art of Teaching," Controversy In Education Massachusetts Education Series,
"Planning and Organizing for
W.R. Saunders, 1972;
2) John I. Goodlad.
Teaching," National Education Association Project on the Instructional
Program of the Public Schools Washington, D.C., National Education AssoAppleton
In Search of Teaching Style
ciation, 1963;
3) Abraham Shumsky.
Century-Crafts, New York, 1968.
,

,

,

.
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3.

The beginning te am s use the
following organizational features:
- wo teachers who have chosen to work together,
(2)

no more than forty-five children whose
age range is no

greater than two years,
(3)

space, equivalent to two classrooms.

If the teachers are accustomed to working
with an instructional

or clerical aide, one additional experienced
aide could be added.
(4)

no student teachers or interns to be included
the first

year or two.
4.

A collegial authority structure is used.

The functions of the

team are made explicit and agreement reached on the sharing
of

responsibilities
5.

2 30

Special provisions are made for the extra time required for team
teaching.

Before the school year, each school week, and after

school, time must be provided the team teachers for planning
and for learning new knowledge and skills related to teaming.
6.

Special focus on the assistance in learning to work with peers
is required.

Communication and group decision-making skills

make the teaming efforts more efficient and effective.
7.

The team begins working together as a team in one or two areas
of the curriculum, develop skills, and then moves on to more

comprehensive cooperation.
8.

Guidelines to the functioning of the team are as follows:
(1)

All resources are organized to facilitate the instructional

230^ useful listing and discussion of these functions can be
A Translation of Theory
found in Douglass 0. Russell, Team Teaching:
Into Performance Behavior unpublished Master's Thesis, University of
California, Los Angeles, 1971, pp. 68-99.
,

;
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requirements of the learners; i.e., space
is arranged and

utilized according to the instructional
priorities at any
given time.
(2)

No grouping

system is

used.

Groups are formed on the

basis of many criteria for specific instructional
needs;

children

s

social needs, interests, common research
prob-

lems or projects, a specific instructional
objective, the

ability of one child to help another, the teaching
style
most suitable, and so on.
(3)

Each teacher assumes leadership for several areas of the

curriculum:

he/she acts as a resource person who keeps

up to date in the area and prepares plans and resource

materials and presents them to team partners for cooperative development.
It is

recommended that these plan features be developed more

fully by researchers who agree with the assumptions on which they are

based.

To do this, it would be necessary to include:

1.

The particular objectives of the plan in considerable detail;

2.

A description of the school settings in which it is meant to be
used

3.

The plan’s essential features and a rationale linking features
of the plan with its anticipated outcomes.

231

In addition, the design of the plan should include strategies for opera-

tion:

"setting up teaching teams, conducting team planning, reorganizing

23lHeathers.

"Research on Team Teaching,"

Op

.

cit

.

,

pp.

309-310.

.
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curricular materials and testing programs,
and conducting instruction

with flexible grouping. 232
tion should be specified.

The objectives and procedures for
evalua-

A systematic review of relevant theory
and

research curriculum and instruction, child
growth and development, and
the small group must be done and the resulting
knowledge applied to the
plan.

The results from this careful work might be
implemented, evalu-

ated, and if deemed desirable, disseminated.
No brief concluding remarks can do justice to the many
and com-

plex problems and promises of team teaching.

This development, like

other major educational innovations, has been often misunderstood,

over-simplified and used for the wrong reasons.

In teaming, as in so

many other areas of education, there is no substitute for clear thinkrigorous analysis, careful research and knowledgeable implementation.

It is hoped that this

direction.

232

Ibid

.

,

p

.

311

work will make a contribution in this
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